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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Jacqueline Sarah Hilda Gillies.  I hold the position of 

Conservation Architect at Jackie Gillies + Associates.  I have been in this 

position since 1989. 

 
1.2 I hold a BA in Architecture, a BArch and RIBA Part 3 from Liverpool University,  

and a Masters in Conservation Studies (Historic Buildings) from York 

University, both in the United Kingdom. I have 35 years’ experience in 

architecture.  I am a Registered Architect with the New Zealand Registered 

Architects’ Board and a Fellow of the New Zealand Institute of Architects.  I am 

also a member of ICOMOS New Zealand. 

  

1.3 I have been engaged by the Christchurch City Council (Council) to provide 

evidence in relation to the protection and regulation of heritage buildings, and 

the role and appropriateness of incorporating certain documents in section 9.3 

of the proposed Chapter 9: Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal (Proposal).  

 

1.4 I attended Expert Conferencing on Tuesday 10 November 2015 and Mediation 

on 18 November 2015. I have undertaken a number of site visits relating to the 

site specific submissions and the details of these are included under the 

sections relating to each site.  

 

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.  

 

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

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) Christchurch City Council Proposed Replacement District Plan, 

Chapter 9 – Natural & Cultural Heritage, Section 9.3; 

(b) ICOMOS New Zealand Charter for the Conservation of Places of 

Cultural Heritage Value, 2010; and 

(c) Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Sustainable Management of 

Historic Heritage Guidelines Series. 
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1.7 With respect to the individual site submissions, I have relied on the following 

documents which were forwarded to me from Council: 

 

(a) 25 Helmores, Aurecon report 26/11/2014, Structex report 

8/9/15,  Opus Heritage Report; 

(b) 41 Ranfurly, Eliot Sinclair report 30/7/2013;  

(c) Public Trust, Aecom report 17/12/2014;  

(d) 217 Armagh, TM Consultants report 22/6/2014; and 

(e) 48A Fendalton Road, Kirk Roberts report 23/4/2013. 

 

1.8 My evidence has been prepared in consultation with the evidence of Mr Gavin 

Stanley, Ms Jenny May, Ms Fiona Wykes and Mr Andrew Marriott. I am in 

agreement with their evidence except in the following case; Ms Jenny May, 

Submission 3397, 48a Fendalton Road (I do not support removal from the 

Council list). 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific parts of the Proposal that my evidence relates to are: 

 

(a) the extent and appropriateness of incorporation of the ICOMOS NZ 

Charter for Conservation of Places of Cultural Heritage Significance 

(the ICOMOS NZ Charter) and the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 

Taonga (HNZPT) Guidelines in the proposed Section 9.3;  

(b) the feasibility of a possible certification scheme for heritage 

professionals;  

(c) the role of Conservation Plans in the regulation of Historic Heritage 

places provisions; and 

(d) submissions relating to changes to the Schedule of Significant 

Historic Heritage Places. 

 

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

these provisions.   
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2.3 My evidence will also cover the following matters that remain outstanding or 

where some further discussion is required around my response to relief sought 

in submissions and further submissions: 

 

(a) Submission No 3718: 150 Oxford Terrace, Public Trust Office – 

possible further discussions regarding potential façade retention. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 My evidence relates to four different issues identified from the receipt of 

submissions to the advertised proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP). 

 

3.2 Issue 4m - The ICOMOS NZ Charter is the base document guiding all 

heritage conservation in New Zealand. It has been suggested that the 

principles of the Charter, together with the Guidelines published by HNZPT 

should be more fully incorporated into the Proposal. Review of the provisions 

in the Proposal indicate that there is already a good understanding of the 

Charter and the Guidelines. Although the wording in the three documents 

differs slightly, the meaning of each of the principles described is incorporated 

and I have shown this graphically in the Table annexed to my evidence. 

However, the definitions of the Charter, which have become the heritage 

“industry standard”, are not so well incorporated in the pRDP which may result 

in confusion. Some review of Section 2 Definitions relating to heritage would 

be useful. 

 

3.3 Issue 4q - Conservation plans have been used for many years as a means to 

identify and provide guidance for the protection of heritage places and 

features. They include research about and descriptions of a place from which 

objectively deduced statements of significance are prepared. Policies derived 

from this provide guidance for future decision-making which ensure that the 

identified heritage values of the place are preserved or enhanced. There are 

numerous references in the Proposal to assessment of effects of proposed 

works on “heritage values”. However, there is no mechanism in the provisions 

to allow such an assessment to be made. Incorporation of a requirement in the 

Proposals that a conservation plan - of a scale appropriate to the heritage 

status of the place and the proposed works - should be prepared is 

recommended. 
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3.4 Issue 4r - Certification of suitably qualified heritage consultants responsible for 

carrying out heritage projects has been proposed as a means of reducing 

regulation by Council. Alternatively, it has been proposed that an approved 

conservation plan could be used as a means of reducing Council involvement 

with a project. Certification of approved consultants has also been proposed 

as a means of amending the boundaries of “Heritage Settings” without the 

need for a Plan Change.  

 

3.5 Certification of approved heritage consultants has a number issues which I do 

not believe can be addressed simply and which would therefore make the 

scheme unworkable. These include the diverse range of qualifications and 

limited number of appropriately qualified professionals in New Zealand and the 

need for transparency in selecting such professionals for certification.  

 

3.6 Once certified, there are risks of conscious or unconscious bias by the certified 

consultant in favour of the owner and that their expertise of non-heritage 

matters affecting a consent might not be adequate. Questions also arise as to 

how such non-heritage matters will be dealt with and whether these will require 

additional regulation by Council, negating the intention of the submission.   

 

3.7 If a “certified conservation plan” is used instead of a “certified consultant” the 

dangers of personality and diversity of experience and approach referred to 

above are minimised. Such a scheme may have benefits since it would ensure 

that the works proceed along the path directed by the conservation plan.  

 

3.8 Use of a certified consultant to apply for amendments to boundaries of a 

Heritage Setting rather than applying for a Plan Change may be more 

straightforward than the two examples above, but I consider that the place for 

such amendments to be made is the District Plan Review process.  

 

3.9 Fundamental to the question of certification is how best to protect historic 

heritage values. The submission focusses instead on reduction of regulation 

with respect to heritage places. However, this may not be in the best interests 

of the heritage significance of a place.  I believe that the independent, 

objective mechanism of a consent process is more likely to balance the needs 

of the private owner and the public benefit than the introduction of a 

certification system. 
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3.10 Site Specific Submissions - With respect to the nine site specific 

submissions, they have in common a request for removal from the Council list 

of protected items or in some cases, amendment to the provisions allowing 

demolition to be treated as Controlled or Permitted activity. (The Graving Dock 

being the sole exception.) The buildings referred to have suffered a range of 

earthquake damage from severe to minor and the owners generally believe 

that the works required to repair or reinstate them is uneconomic and / or will 

result in such modification that they would no longer pass the Council’s 

threshold for inclusion in the list. 

 

3.11 I was commissioned by Council, along with a Structural Engineer and a 

Quantity Surveyor, to assess the submissions with respect to the owner’s 

proposals for repair or retention and their costs. My role has been to identify 

the scope of works required for the building as a result of the owner’s 

engineering proposals and assess the effect on the heritage fabric. Ms Jenny 

May’s role was then to assess the effect on the Council’s listing criteria based 

on the extent of loss of heritage fabric and values.  

 

3.12 I have visited all the sites noted below (with the exception of the Godwin’s 

Store in Starvation Gully, submission No 3214 and the Graving Dock at 

Lyttelton Port, submission 3236). Engineering reports have been provided by 

the owners of three of the sites, while the others are referred to in the 

submission and have had to be inferred. 

 

3.13 Of the nine sites assessed, I have concluded that two submissions1 should be 

accepted requesting removal from the list due to the extent of loss of heritage 

fabric and heritage values as a result of the proposed repair. I have 

recommended that six submissions2 are declined, since alternative 

engineering solutions would result in a reduction in the loss of heritage fabric 

and they would retain their heritage values and one3 because it does not in my 

view require a modification to the definitions. Two sites4 have not been visited. 

 

                                                                                                                                                              
1  Submission Nos 3214 – 78, Starvation Gully Road & Submission No 3346 – 217, Armagh Street. 
2  Submission No 3639 – 25 Helmores Lane, Submission No 3486 – 41 Ranfurly Street,  Submission No 3718 – 150 

Oxford Terrace,  Submission No 3666 – 35 Knowles Street,  Submission No 3397 – 48a Fendalton Road,  
Submission No 3212 – 325 Montreal Street. 

3  Submission No 3236 – Graving Dock, Lyttelton Port Co. 
4  Submission Nos 3214 – 78, Starvation Gully Road  Submission No 3236 – Graving Dock, Lyttelton Port Co.  
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4. INCORPORATION OF ICOMOS CHARTER AND HERITAGE NEW ZEALAND BEST 

PRACTICE GUIDANCE 

 

Issue 4m – To what extent should the provisions be in alignment with or take 

account of the principles of the ICOMOS New Zealand Charter and Heritage New 

Zealand best practice guidance?  

 

4.1 As noted in the Statement of Issues,5 submissions on this issue range from 

those seeking greater consistency to full alignment with ICOMOS principles 

and/or Heritage New Zealand guidance.  These submissions included the 

policies, rules and matters of control and discretion and definitions.  

 

4.2 In addressing this issue, I will first briefly outline the purpose of the ICOMOS 

New Zealand Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural Heritage 

Value (Charter) and the Heritage New Zealand Best Practice Guidance, and 

then relate these purposes to the pRDP.  

 

The Charter  

 

4.3 The Charter forms the backbone of all conservation relating to historic heritage 

in New Zealand. The Charter was first published in 1993 and was updated in 

2010. It has its roots in international charters and manifestos relating to 

heritage conservation published around the world over the last one hundred 

and forty years.6  

 

4.4 The purpose of the Charter is to provide a guide for best practice relating to 

the conservation of places of cultural heritage significance. It is aimed at 

heritage professionals, statutory authorities, owners, developers and craft or 

trades people.  

 

4.5 The Preamble to the Charter refers to New Zealand’s unique collection of 

places of cultural heritage significance which relate to indigenous and recent 

peoples and which have gained meaning over time. It goes on to state that it is 

the responsibility of New Zealand and all humanity to safeguard those places 

for present and future generations. 

 
                                                                                                                                                              
5  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, dated 29 October. 
6  Eg the Venice Charter of 1964 and the Manifesto for the Preservation of Ancient Buildings in 1876. 
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4.6 The Charter sets out clear and succinct Conservation Principles (paragraphs 2 

– 13) regarding appropriate action with respect to historic heritage.  

 

4.7 In my opinion, the most important principle is described in Principle 2 of the 

Charter.  That principle is to fully understand the place before commencing 

any planning or physical work.  

 

4.8 The most common vehicle for such understanding is the Conservation Plan. 

This involves historical research, a description of the building and an accurate 

assessment of all its heritage values. These can be tangible values (for 

example heritage fabric) or non-tangible values (for example the place where 

an important historic event took place). Once these values have been 

identified, a set of Policies relating to future action can be drawn up and 

included in the conservation plan, which ensure that those values are retained 

and enhanced. These Policies normally include general matters (such as 

compliance with the principles of the Charter), through to quite specific Policies 

which might relate to individual fabric (such as retention and conservation of a 

particular piece of joinery).  

 

4.9 The benefit of preparing such a Plan is that the identification of significance is 

carried out objectively and scientifically and the Policies are based on this 

identification. The Plan therefore provides a vehicle that ensures that all 

potential future actions are determined or judged directly against their effect on 

those identified values or significance.  

 

4.10 Other principles outlined in the Charter include the concept of respect for 

authenticity rather than assumption and conjecture, a respect for the layers of 

history in a place and the value of the patina of age that develop over time on 

the surfaces of such a place, that the least intervention to historic fabric is 

critical, and that buildings must be kept alive and in use if they are to survive. 

The Charter also includes the recognition of the setting of a building as integral 

to its significance, that relocation is not supported unless as a last resort and 

that all conservation work should be recorded and documented for future 

understanding of the building. 

 

4.11 The Charter describes increasing degrees of conservation processes which 

range from no intervention (preservation of the building by careful repair and 

maintenance or stabilisation), to restoration and reconstruction through to 
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adaption and change of use. Each of these processes is carefully described in 

the Definitions at the end of the Charter. The Charter also describes matters 

such as non-intervention, (where the best conservation strategy may be to do 

nothing), the benefit of interpretation and a compilation of risk assessments. 

 

4.12 Each of the above processes is carefully and clearly described in the main text 

and the Charter.  

 

4.13 The Charter concludes with a set of definitions relating to historic heritage 

which have become the industry standard definitions in historic heritage 

conservation.  

 

Heritage New Zealand Best Practice Guidance 

 

4.14 Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT) is a Crown entity 

established for the purpose of identifying the nation’s historic heritage, which is 

published in the New Zealand Heritage List (List), along with other roles such 

as advocacy, formulating national policy statements on archaeology and 

managing the properties under HNZPT ownership. 

 

4.15 HNZPT publishes a series of information sheets under their “Sustainable 

Management of Historic Heritage Guidance”.7  Each Information Sheet covers 

a different topic. They are designed for use by a wide range of interested 

parties from owners, heritage professionals and statutory planners through to 

voluntary organisations aiming to conserve a particular site, and in my opinion 

they are clear and well set out. 

 

4.16 The Information Sheets are based on the Resource Management Act 1991 

(RMA) and the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014. However, 

the overriding principle for the guidance within these Information Sheets is the 

ICOMOS NZ Charter. 

 

4.17 Information Sheet No. 1 “Principles for Assessing Appropriate or Inappropriate 

Subdivision, Use or Development of Historic Heritage Values” provides 

general principles that should be assessed in resource consent applications 

that affect historic heritage.  

                                                                                                                                                              
7  The Sustainable Management of Historic Heritage Guidance series is available on the Heritage New Zealand website 

at: http://www.heritage.org.nz/resources/sustainable-management-guides.  
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4.18 The Principles in Information Sheet No. 1 include: 

 

(a) the need to respect the lasting values of the place as evidence of 

New Zealand’s distinct peoples;  

(b) a recognition of the diverse cultural make-up of New Zealand society 

and especially Maori cultural values;  

(c) the finite nature of such places and therefore the need to ensure that 

maintenance is regularly carried out and that new uses are found if 

the original becomes redundant; 

(d) the need to record and document all activities relating to heritage 

places;  

(e) the importance of fully understanding the heritage place before any 

work is commenced; and  

(f) respect for contents, curtilage and setting. 

 

4.19 Other Information Sheets include detailed recommendations relating to repairs 

and maintenance, (Information Sheet 11), alterations and additions, 

(Information Sheet 12), relocation of historic buildings, (Information Sheet 13), 

partial demolition and full demolition, (Information Sheets 14 & 15, 

respectively). There are also Sheets relating to surroundings, Heritage Areas 

and Historic Sites. Although they are phrased a little differently and set out in a 

different order to the Charter, in my opinion, the principles described remain 

comparable in most ways to the Charter. 

 

4.20 Where HNZPT differs from ICOMOS NZ is in its role in identifying valuable 

heritage places in New Zealand. Information Sheet No. 2 sets out very detailed 

criteria which are applied to the evaluation of places applying to be added to 

the List. The methodology is very strict and is based on high quality research 

carried out, usually, by their own staff.  

 

4.21 The list of criteria is divided into three categories: 

 

(a) Physical values (which is broken down into nine sub-headings); 

(b) Historic values (broken down into three sub-headings); and  

(c) Cultural values (with six sub-headings).  

 

4.22 The full list of criteria is shown in a table provided as Appendix A. 
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4.23 By assessing the place under these eighteen criteria and by basing their 

decision on rigorous methodologies and research, the places included on the 

List are well documented and the full significance of the place can be clearly 

described. 

 

4.24 Places on the List are divided into two categories: 

 

(a) Category 1 Places are described as “…historic places of special or 

outstanding historical or cultural significance or value.” 

(b) Category 2 are “ …places of historical or cultural significance or 

value.”   

 

4.25 The table in Appendix A sets out a graphical comparison of the principles and 

features of the ICOMOS NZ Charter, the HNZPT Guidelines, and the content 

of Section 9.3 of the Proposal. 

 

4.26 The principles of the Charter have been set out on the left hand side of the 

table and the equivalent provisions of the HNZPT Guidelines and this Proposal 

are set out alongside in the same row. The Charter principles are coloured 

blue and the HNZPT ones in lilac. I have then shown in the equivalent row of 

the CCC Proposal, using blocks of the two colours, whether the Charter or 

HNZPT principles are incorporated into the current provisions. The column at 

the far right indicates which clause of the Proposal relates to that particular 

principle of the Charter. 

 

4.27 It should be noted that the wording in the three documents is not identical in 

each topic but, in my opinion, the meaning has been incorporated in the 

different descriptions. In order to simply the table, I have replicated the Charter 

wording in all three columns. 

 

4.28 Despite their apparent similarity, the three examples differ considerably in their 

purpose. The Charter is written under the implicit understanding that 

conservation is the right thing to do and therefore focuses on how to carry this 

out in the most appropriate way. The purpose of the HNZPT Information 

Sheets is also to guide those carrying out heritage conservation works as to 

the same best practice, but they also set out assessment criteria for Historic 

Heritage values.  The purpose of the Heritage section of a District Plan is to 
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set out detailed regulatory mechanisms for both identifying and protecting the 

district’s heritage resources.  

 

4.29 Because of these different purposes, it is not possible in my view to fully align 

the provisions of the Proposal with the Charter or the HNZPT Information 

Sheets. 

 

4.30 Despite this, I believe that the current wording and philosophy of  Section 9.3 

of the Proposal are sufficiently aligned with these two documents, as 

demonstrated in Table A in the Appendix, and are appropriate and useful. 

 

4.31 I am concerned, however, that the Definitions within the Proposal are not 

sufficiently linked to those found in the Charter and may result in confusion. I 

believe that inclusion in the Proposal of the Charter’s definitions of certain 

additional terms would be beneficial. The following terms are not included in 

the list of Council definitions in the pRDP, but do occur either within the text of 

the definition or in the text of Section 9.3 Historic Heritage: 

 

(a) adaption; 

(b) compatible Use; 

(c) conservation Plan; 

(d) contents; 

(e) (cultural) heritage value; 

(f) place; 

(g) preservation; 

(h) reassembly; and 

(i) reinstatement. 

 

4.32 However, I believe that the definition of “Heritage Fabric” in the Proposal is 

preferable to that of “Fabric” in the Charter. A clear understanding of the term 

“heritage fabric” is perhaps the most important in terms of managing historic 

heritage and therefore its definition must be absolutely clear. 

 

4.33 The definition of “Fabric” in the Charter – “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 paths”. 
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4.34 The Charter definition does not distinguish between fabric and heritage fabric, 

(most heritage professionals tend to use the term ‘heritage fabric’).  It refers to 

interior and exterior ‘surfaces’ as opposed to the materials themselves (which 

clearly have surfaces) and includes gardens and plantings as a particular 

category of fabric but does not make it clear that these are merely examples.  

 

4.35 The definition of “Heritage Fabric” in the Proposal  - “means any physical 

aspect of a heritage item or heritage setting, which contributes to its heritage 

values. Heritage fabric includes:  

 

(a) both original and later material and detailing which forms part of, or is 

attached to, the interior or exterior of a building, structure or feature; 

(b) the patina of age resulting from the weathering and wear of 

construction material over time; 

(c) contents which are fixed or fitted to a building, structure or feature 

and form part of the design or significance of a heritage item, [such 

as church fonts, lecterns or pews.];8 

(d) built or non-built elements independent of buildings, structures or 

features, such as historic paths, paving and garden layout.” 

 

4.36 I believe that the Council’s definition is preferable to that of the Charter and 

describes the diverse range of items which should be considered as heritage 

fabric.  It is also targeted towards the range of issues likely to arise in the use 

of the Proposal. 

 

4.37 As shown in Table A in Appendix A, the intent of the Charter and of the 

HNZPT Information Sheets have in my view been incorporated as far as the 

different purposes of these documents will allow them to be. However, I 

believe that the Council definitions should be extended to include additional 

terms from the Charter but that the Council’s definition of “Heritage Fabric” is 

preferable.  

 

                                                                                                                                                              
8  I believe that this part of the definition is too specific and misleads readers of the Plan. 
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5. RECOGNITION AND USE OF CONSERVATION PLANS 

 

Issue 4(q) - Should the provisions provide recognition and use of conservation 

plans (for example within matters of discretion)? 

 

5.1 The purpose of a Conservation Plan is to provide a framework for future 

decision-making relating to a heritage place which is based on an 

understanding of its heritage values and on the concept that such heritage 

values should be protected. In order to achieve this, a typical plan would 

proceed through the following stages: 

 
(a) Understand the heritage significance of a place by carrying out 

specific research relating to that place based on primary sources 

rather than hearsay or assumptions.  

(b) Describe the physical attributes of the place including all fabric 

(heritage and non-heritage), setting, condition, use.  

(c) Identify the actual heritage significance of the place based on that 

research, and not on assumptions and generalities, using categories 

of possible types of significance such as historical, social, etc. and 

including a description or schedule of identified heritage fabric, 

spaces or features, possibly rated from most important to least. 

(d) Prepare a range of policies to guide future action relating to a place 

which will protect or enhance that identified significance.  

 

5.2 These policies are not usually prepared for a particular set of proposals but 

should be able to sit behind the place for its foreseeable future to act as an 

objective guide for any proposal.  

 

5.3 There are already a number of clauses in the District Plan which would be 

assisted by the existence of a conservation plan. These are included in 

Section 9.3.4 and 9.3.5 - Matters for Control and Discretion, respectively. 

 

5.4 Sections 9.3.4.1 c, d and e, Section 9.3.5.1 d and e and Section 9.3.5.2 a, g 

and h.(i), relate to effects on the heritage values and heritage fabric and 

materials of an item, heritage best practice and minimising adverse effects on 

the heritage values. 
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5.5 A conservation plan – with its sections identifying in detail the heritage values, 

heritage fabric and policies - would allow the appropriate responses to these 

matters to be readily assessed by Council staff.  

 

5.6 The CCC Schedule includes a Statement of Significance for each item 

included. This is not common compared to many other similar district plans 

and the Council is to be commended. These Statements are based on 

research and have been carried out by suitably qualified personnel. In their 

final form they closely resemble the stages described in numbers 1, 2 & 3 

above, (research, description & identification of significance), missing only the 

policies to make them fit the format of a full conservation plan. However, due 

to the purpose of the Statements of Significance in the Proposal as being 

primarily to identify places of heritage value, these Statements of Significance 

are much briefer than most conservation plans. 

. 

5.7 Since they focus on one place only, Conservation Plans are able to be more 

detailed and include a greater depth of research and physical description of 

the place. The statement of significance in a Conservation Plan is therefore 

usually also more extensive. The inclusion of ratings for the different aspects 

of significance and identification of particular fabric, spaces or features can 

provide more fine-grained detail than the Statements of Significance in the 

Proposal and this is essential in assessing effects of the proposed works on 

heritage values. 

 

5.8 These sections identifying heritage fabric and spaces can guide the designer 

in making modifications to a place. If a new opening must be made in an 

existing wall, and there is a choice of location, the conservation plan can 

identify which would have the least effect on heritage fabric. If a space is to be 

divided into smaller ones, the plan can identify which spaces should not be 

subdivided. Similarly, a plan can be particularly useful for engineers in 

designing structural upgrades for heritage buildings, in that new structural 

members or systems can be located to minimise the effect on the heritage 

values identified in the plan.  

 

5.9 The Objectives and Policies in the Proposal are necessarily general (rather 

than relating to a particular site) so they need to be interpreted in each 

particular case. This can be difficult when the level of detail in the Statement of 

Significance is necessarily limited, elements of significance appear equally 
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rated in the Statement and identification of specific heritage fabric or spaces or 

features is not normally included.  

 

5.10 I do not believe that it is appropriate for the District Plan to be more detailed or 

to include site specific policies since it must apply to equally to the widest 

range of heritage items and settings included in the Plan. A more appropriate 

method to protect heritage values would be to include provision of a 

conservation plan to support an application affecting that heritage item, as 

noted in my evidence above, (paragraph 5.7). The conservation plan’s 

inclusion of greater detail and policies would allow the application to be 

appropriately and accurately assessed against its impact on the heritage 

values of the place. Council processing time of the application would be 

reduced and staff freed up to deal with other work. 

 

5.11 It should be noted that the NZ Lotteries Grants Board requires that all 

applications for funding of heritage projects are supported by a conservation 

plan as a means of ensuring the protection of the heritage values of the place 

and the funds that they are investing in it. To help, grants are often provided by 

them for this purpose. Similarly in the United Kingdom, for the last ten to fifteen 

years, funding for heritage projects has only been available to those who have 

prepared a conservation plan. 

 

5.12 A potential criticism of this approach arises from the belief that conservation 

plans can be expensive to prepare. This is certainly the case in some 

instances, but it is not always so. Conservation plans vary in extent and depth 

and their costs can also vary accordingly.   

 

5.13 The model outlined above in paragraph 5.1 describes the preparation of a plan 

that will suit any and all development in the future life of the heritage place. It 

could be described as the “ideal” or “pure” conservation plan. However, the 

scope and detail of the conservation plan prepared as part of this process 

could be tailored to suit the scale of the particular application. For example, a 

wide ranging application for extensive works to a high significance building or 

feature would warrant a correspondingly wide ranging and extensive 

conservation plan, while a minor modification to a place of lower heritage value 

could be served by a more focussed or limited plan.   
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5.14 The Proposal notes in matters of control and discretion (sections 9.3.4 and 

9.3.5) that the proposed development must be assessed against its impact on 

the heritage values of the place. However, without the additional detail 

provided by a conservation plan, I do not see how this can be achieved. 

 

5.15 I would therefore support a provision that requires the inclusion of a 

conservation plan for applications affecting historic heritage items. 

 

6. CERTIFICATION PROCESSES 

 

Issue 4(r) – can certification processes be utilised?  

 

6.1 This issue arises from the Crown submission (5030) paragraph 16.11 page 71, 

and its table of relief sought, paragraph Appendix 9.3.4.6 and 9.3.4.6, page 

102. 

 

6.2 Crown submission (5030) paragraph 16.11 page 71 states that “Expert 

certification and conservation management plans could be more widely used 

to reduce the level of regulation required, where a level of certainty can be 

provided that best practice heritage management principles will be followed.” 

 

6.3 In the table of relief sought, paragraph Appendix 9.3.4.6 and 9.3.4.6, page 102 

proposes “Include certification by qualified experts as a method to update the 

inaccuracies of mapping without the need for a plan change.” The submission 

also sets out a possible methodology for selecting suitable experts. 

 

6.4 These two parts of the Crown submission differ in their scope and in the 

implications of their application in practice. Further, the wording of the 

submission is not clear. I have based my assumptions on the meaning and 

intention of the submission on discussions in Expert Conferencing (10 

November 2015) and in Mediation (18 November 2015). I will deal with each 

part separately in my evidence below. 

 

“Expert certification and conservation management plans could be more widely 

used to reduce the level of regulation required”. 

 

6.5 This issue also comprises two separate parts which require separate analysis 

– certification of work by an approved consultant; and certification of a 
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conservation plan as the means of control of the work. I will deal with “Expert 

certification” first. 

 

6.6 The purpose of such certification, as I understand the submission, is that by 

certifying a suitably qualified lead consultant, (or team of consultants), a 

resource consent application involving a heritage place could be dealt with at a 

lower activity status level than without such a consultant. 

 

6.7 However, there are a number of issues with this approach. These include the 

selection of the potential certified professionals, the scope of their 

responsibilities and the actual reduction - if any - of processing time and costs. 

 

6.8 The selection of appropriately qualified and experienced consultants would 

have to be subject to a rigorous and transparent process and the person or 

committee making such selections would have to have appropriate 

qualifications and experience in heritage themselves. 

 

6.9 Membership of a professional body representing heritage consultants 

certifying the suitability of a person providing professional heritage services 

would be an obvious criterion for approval. However, no such organisation 

exists for heritage professionals. Membership of ICOMOS NZ is sometimes 

mistaken as fulfilling this function, but it is not its function. Members of 

ICOMOS NZ are accepted after some vetting of their qualifications and 

experience, but the organisation is primarily an association of like-minded 

people in heritage professions committed to the conservation and protection of 

New Zealand’s diverse heritage resource.  

 

6.10 A number of our most senior practitioners in New Zealand have no formal 

qualifications but have become highly respected through the application of 

knowledge and experience gained over a long period of time, but not through 

acceptance by a professional body.9  The Crown submission includes a 

possible methodology for selection of certified consultants which proposes a 

minimum Masters degree in Conservation or membership of the NZ 

Conservators of Cultural Materials. Such a regime would exclude most of 

these highly respected heritage professionals. 

 
                                                                                                                                                              
9  In architecture, a registered architect must pass certain academic standards and then prove to the Architects’ 

Registration Board that they have satisfactorily completed a proscribed number of years in practice to gain 
appropriate experience. The same is true of engineers, lawyers, and many other professionals. 
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6.11 The number of suitably qualified consultants in New Zealand, let alone in 

Canterbury, is very small and the pool of candidates for certification is 

therefore also very small. Heritage work affected by this potential provision 

may therefore end up in the hands of a very few. 

 

6.12 Assuming a person or persons have been certified, then other issues arise, as 

discussed below. 

 

6.13 The submission states that the intention of certification is to reduce the level of 

regulation required. I assume that this means that an application made by an 

owner using the services of a certified heritage professional would be subject 

to a more permissive activity status with less regulation by Council. 

 

6.14 I am concerned that there may be other matters that affect the processing of 

the consent such as non-heritage issues which have to be addressed in the 

application. I am unclear as to whether the certification process will result in 

less regulation as proposed when in practice, heritage projects are complex 

and include both heritage and non-heritage matters.  

 

6.15 Another issue that I see is that heritage professionals are individuals and each 

have different interests and approaches. This might lead to inconsistencies in 

the treatment of different proposals which might be unacceptable to some who 

see themselves as having been disadvantaged. 

 

6.16 Alternatively, there may be occasions where an owner commissions one 

particular certified consultant because that consultant’s particular approach is 

recognised and will suit the objectives of that owner. There may be other 

occasions where, in a bid to carry out the owner’s wishes and comply with the 

brief, a consultant may unconsciously or consciously lean too far in the 

owner’s  favour. Where there is a conflict between the owner’s wishes and the 

duty of the certified professional to ensure “that best practice heritage 

management principles will be followed”, there would be no “third party” such 

as Council or the Hearings Panel to adjudicate on the issue.  

 

6.17 I believe that the potential issues inherent in setting up and then implementing 

a system of certified heritage consultants outweigh the potential benefits 

foreseen by the submitter and I would not support such a scheme.  
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6.18 At the heart of this issue is the tension between the private / public interest in 

the protection of heritage values. It is the private owner who is responsible for 

the costs inherent in protecting these heritage values, but the beneficiaries of 

this protection are the public – communities that hold the places as symbols of 

their shared past. Should this tension be decided by a person selected and 

paid for by the owner, or by an independent consent authority? 

 

 “Expert … [use] of conservation management plans….”  

 

6.19 With respect to this aspect, the issues are different. 

 

6.20 As stated above in my evidence, (section 5.0, Item 4q), I believe that the 

proper use of a professionally prepared conservation plan will result in a far 

more appropriate outcome for a heritage place than when there is no 

conservation plan. This is because understanding what is important about a 

heritage place and why, can then inform the decisions which need to be 

addressed during a heritage project to ensure that the qualities for which it is 

valued are preserved.  

 

6.21 In my evidence above, para 5.8, I provided examples of how the detailed 

identification of heritage fabric spaces and features can guide specific 

questions relating to effects on heritage values. 

 

6.22 I understand that the concept proposed in this submission would involve the 

use of an approved conservation plan as a means of fast tracking applications 

relating to historic heritage instead of certifying the consultant involved as 

described in the previous example.  

 

6.23 In this scenario, a conservation plan would be prepared and lodged for 

approval with Council. Such a conservation plan would have to include all the 

proposed works affecting the heritage fabric and values of the place in a final 

“Implementation” section. If approved, then any future work relating to or 

affecting the heritage values or fabric of the place would be dealt with under a 

lower level of activity status than without an approved plan. 

 

6.24 The intention of the submission as stated is to “reduce the level of regulation 

necessary” and in relation to the issues affecting heritage values of the place I 
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would agree that this would be workable and positive for the protection of the 

place.  

 

6.25 The proposal relies on the use of a standard template for such plans to 

maintain consistency and best practice standards. The Council Conservation 

Plan template may be suitable since it includes a section setting out the 

proposed works and the effects on the heritage values of the works but it must 

be tailored to suit the scale of the heritage significance of the building and the 

proposed works, as described above.  

 

6.26 The system also relies on the need to ensure that all works affecting the 

heritage values of the building are fully described in the plan and that the plan 

and the works receive resource consent in one application. The issue of non-

heritage works and their treatment by the Council is not clear, and as noted 

above, may duplicate the consent process or increase its overall activity status 

with the loss of the intended benefits of the submission. 

 

6.27 With large or complex applications, especially ones involving change of use 

and upgrading under the Building Act, I believe that the effects on heritage 

values, spaces and fabric would be better set out in a Heritage Impact 

Assessment (HIA). This works best in a tabular format so that the issues and 

solutions are clearly identifiable to the Council staff assessing the application 

and to the designers and owners of the building.  

 

6.28 A typical HIA table would be set out as follows; 

 

Element Significant 

Fabric  

or   

space 

affected 

Reason  

for 

significance 

Description of work Positive 

or 

Negative 

effect 

Mitigation  

of  

negative effects 

 

6.29 This assessment could be part of the conservation plan or it could be in the 

form of a separate document. In my opinion, this information brings all the 

previous research and analysis together into a practical and easily understood 

conclusion. It helps to explain why certain decisions have been taken with 

respect to the heritage values of the place and what mitigation of unavoidable 
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negative impacts are proposed. It also demonstrates the usefulness and 

practicality of conservation plans. 

 

6.30 I have clearly stated in my evidence above, that I believe conservation plans 

provide the best vehicle for assessing and protecting the identified heritage 

values of a place. I would therefore support this part of the submission that 

approved conservation plans might be used as a means of reducing 

regulation. 

 

“Include certification by qualified experts as a method to update the inaccuracies 

of mapping without the need for a plan change.” 

 

6.31 This is the final option for use of certification proposed in the Crown 

submission. 

 

6.32 This concept proposes that a previously certified consultant can make an 

application to Council to change the extent of a Heritage Setting surrounding a 

Heritage Item without the need for a Plan Change.  

 

6.33 If such a system were to be set up, it would be subject to a number of issues. 

The identification of “Heritage Setting” is not straight forward and involves a 

certain amount of subjective judgement. The definition of “Setting” in the 

Charter includes the following: 

 

“Setting means the area around and / or adjacent to a place of cultural 

heritage value that is integral to its function, meaning and 

relationships. …” (my emphasis). 

 

6.34 The definition of “Setting” in the Proposal is: 

 

“…the built and non-built elements forming the spatial context around a 

heritage item or items, which contribute to the heritage significance of 

the heritage item or items, ….” (my emphasis). 

 

6.35 Assessment of the contribution of the elements of that setting to the heritage 

significance of the place requires the same type of investigation and analysis 

as that applied to the heritage item itself. This includes historical research, a 
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physical description and identification of significant  elements in the setting. 

Only after this can the extent of that setting be defined. 

 

6.36 This assessment would have to be carried out by an individual with 

appropriate expertise, similar to that described above, and that person would 

have to be certified in a similar process to that described above, and in my 

opinion, many of the issues described in my evidence above would apply to 

this option also. 

 

6.37 The process required within such a system would involve a number of steps; 

first the certification of a suitable person or persons (with the issues described 

in my evidence relating to certification above); then the application would have 

to be made for the actual change proposed; then potentially a further 

application for the works outside that new setting boundary that drove the 

application for change of setting in the first place.  

 

6.38 As stated above, I believe the identification of the appropriate boundary of 

Heritage Setting is complex and should be based on a site by site analysis, in 

a very similar way to that of a Heritage Item.  

 

6.39 I commend the Council for inclusion of settings as part of the overall heritage 

significance of a place and note that in this round of Plan Change Reviews a 

number of other councils have taken a similar step.  

 

6.40 I do not believe that a separate system with considerable unanswered issues 

should be set up to deal with a small number of subsequent applications for 

amendments to Heritage Settings.  

 

7. CONSIDERATION OF SITE SPECIFIC SUBMISSIONS  

 

7.1 I have assessed the specific relief sought by submitters and further submitters, 

insofar as it relates to my area of expertise.  My assessment is set out below. 

 

Submission 3639 – 25 Helmores Lane, HID 253 

 

7.2 I attended a site visit to the building on Tuesday 17
 
November 2015 with Ms 

Fiona Wykes, Mr Gavin Stanley and Mr Andrew Marriott. 
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7.3 The purpose of the site visit was to gain first-hand knowledge of the physical 

features of the building and its condition following the earthquakes in order to 

comment on the submission. Due to the limited time for preparation of 

evidence, the site visit was carried out within limited time constraints and with 

a limited scope of investigation. No additional historical or physical research 

was carried out and the building was subject to a visual inspection only. 

 

7.4 The submission requests that the building is removed from the Council list, or 

as secondary relief, that the Plan is amended to allow Controlled Activity for 

demolition of a listed item. 

 

7.5 The house is described in the Statement of Significance of Appendix 9.3.6.1 of 

the Proposal.10  

 

7.6 The house is a large two-storey building located on a back section. It has been 

modified over time and at present comprises three separate parts. These are 

the original 1916; a large extension of the living areas of the house; and a four 

car garage, all carried out in 2007. My evidence is limited to the original 1916 

part of the house.  The house was designed by the New Zealand Arts & Crafts 

architect, Cecil Wood, and its architectural form and detailing are typical of the 

style. This includes the use of timber shingles at first floor level, a complex 

hipped and multi gabled roof, and ornate timber detailing and wide 

overhanging eaves. Internally, the finishes and linings are of a high quality and 

include unpainted timber panelling, decorative timber stairs and balustrades, 

ornate panelled doors, lath and plaster walls and ceilings and some plain or 

coloured leaded light windows. 

 

7.7 The building has suffered some damage as a result of the earthquakes and 

this includes cracked foundations, slumped and uneven floors, cracking to 

walls and ceilings, and some loss of interior plaster. The original brick 

chimneys collapsed and have been removed. 

 

7.8 A number of engineer’s reports have been carried out for the property 

including one by Aurecon, dated 14 November 2014, and another by Structex 

dated 25
 
September 2015. The findings of each of these differ somewhat, with 

the Aurecon report describing in general terms minor damage, while the 

Structex report describes the damage as of more serious nature. 

                                                                                                                                                              
10  CCC RDP 9.3.6.1  Item number 454. 
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7.9 As a result the options for repair differ accordingly. The Aurecon report11 

recommends insitu repair of the cracked foundation wall with relevelling of 

piles and wall plates along the top of the foundation wall, reconstruction of the 

chimneys in lightweight timber construction, local repairs to the roof where 

chimneys collapsed and localised repair to the cement rendered external 

cladding. Internally, the report recommends that areas of failed lath and plaster 

are reclad in Gib board, cracks in other areas of plaster locally filled and minor 

damage to timber joinery filled and repaired.  

 

7.10 The Structex report recommends much more extensive and intrusive repairs 

are carried out and these include: complete renewal of all foundation walls and 

piles, lifting the house or moving it during this process, relevelling of all ground 

and first floor framing, new lightweight chimneys, removal of all lath and 

plaster linings and replacement with Gib including bracing where necessary, 

realignment of all doors, windows, joinery, localised repairs to the roof where 

damaged by the collapse of the chimneys, localised repair to the pebble-dash 

cladding, and repair of all non-structural elements.  

 

7.11 The effects on remaining heritage fabric if the Structex report were adopted 

are considerable. Of all the current heritage fabric of the house, it is likely that 

all that would remain would be the timber floor and wall framing, the roof 

framing and its cladding and the repaired internal joinery. 

 

7.12 The Aurecon recommendations would result in a much greater proportion of 

original fabric remaining and lower impact on the heritage values as a whole.  

 

7.13 A Heritage Assessment was commissioned to assess the impact on the 

heritage values of the Aurecon repair methodology.12 This was carried out 

Opus International Consultants Ltd and formed part of a resource consent 

application to Council which was made in  2015. Opus’s findings are in 

alignment with my own as described above, and concluded that the repair 

methodology proposed by Aurecon would have effects that were less than 

minor on the heritage values of the building. 

 

                                                                                                                                                              
11  Aurecon report, 26 November 2014, Section 9.0. 
12  OPUS international Consultants Ltd, Heritage Assessment, 25 Helmores Lane, Merivale, Christchurch, undated. 
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7.14 Of the two engineering reports that have been made available to us, I believe 

that, the Aurecon methodology is preferable from a heritage point of view. This 

view has been supported by the Independent Heritage Assessment carried out 

by Opus. 

 

7.15 In respect to the owner’s submission I do not agree that the building should be 

delisted. This submission is based on a highly intrusive repair methodology 

which would result in considerable loss of heritage fabric and of its heritage 

values. However, an alternative repair methodology has been prepared and 

this shows that the house can be repaired with only minor effects on the 

heritage values. If this methodology were to be adopted, the house and its 

heritage values would remain intact, with little impact on its Council Statement 

of Significance. Its inclusion in the Council’s list should also be unaffected and 

this should remain. 

 

7.16 I do not support the submitter’s request to remove the property from the list, 

nor that the Plan is amended to allow Controlled Activity status for demolition 

of a listed item. 

 

Submission 3486 – 41 Ranfurly Street, HID 454  

 

7.17 I attended a site visit to the building on Thursday 19
 
November 2015 with Ms 

Jenny May, Mr Gavin Stanley, Mr Andrew Marriot, (CCC), and the owners’ 

engineer and planner and Mr & Mrs Tyler the owners of the building. 

 

7.18 The owner’s engineering report was made available to us on 20 November, 

but the repair schedules were not available until Tuesday 1 December. 

Consequently, an analysis of these aspects of the submission will be brief. 

 

7.19 The purpose of the site visit was to gain first-hand knowledge of the physical 

features of the building and its condition following the earthquakes in order to 

comment on the submission. Due to the limited time for preparation of 

evidence, the site visit was carried out within limited time constraints and with 

a limited scope of investigation. No additional historical or physical research 

was carried out and the building was subject to a visual inspection only. 

 

7.20 The submission contends that the cost of repairs of earthquake damage is 

uneconomic and that the extent of new materials to replace heritage fabric is 
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such that the building would no longer cross the threshold for inclusion in the 

Council list. 

 

7.21 The submission requests that the building is removed from the Council list. 

 

7.22 The house is described in the Statement of Significance in Appendix 9.3.6.1 of 

the Proposal.13  

 

7.23 41 Ranfurly Street is an attractive single storey brick villa. It has a turret roof 

over its front bay window and a decorative veranda running across the rest of 

its frontage. The roof is corrugated iron and is supported on contrasting 

scrolled brackets along its eaves. The windows are traditional timber framed 

vertical sliding sash and many have decorative plaster scrolls under the sills. 

The layout is typical of such villas, comprising a long hall opening from the 

front door with rooms off on each side. A recent addition is located at the rear 

of the original house. Of particular interest in this house is the obvious quality 

of workmanship, whether this be the tuck pointed brickwork, the plaster scrolls 

and exterior details or the highly decorative plaster ceiling roses and cornices. 

This came about as the builder and first owner of the house was a bricklayer 

and brickyard owner, and it is likely that the house acted in some way as an 

advertisement for his skills. 

 

7.24 The house has suffered in the earthquakes, with areas of slumped and 

cracked foundations, cracked brickwork, cracks between windows and walls, 

sloping floors and broken plasterwork.14  

 

7.25 The submitter’s engineer’s report, prepared by Eliot Sinclair, proposes that the 

repairs should consist of replacement of internal brick walls with timber frame 

together with the internal skin of the double brick cavity external walls. This 

would result in the loss of all internal finishes, including the high quality plaster 

cornices. The existing foundations would have to be relevelled and the exterior 

skin of brickwork carefully propped during the works. The engineer expresses 

concern about the practicality of some of this work and suggests that it is 

possible that the exterior brick skin may collapse during the work. If this were 

to occur, then very little original fabric would remain in place and the house 

would become a replica. 

                                                                                                                                                              
13  CCC RDP 9.3.6.1  Item number 454. 
14  Elliot Sinclair & Partners Ltd, report on Earthquake Damage, 19 June 2013. 
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7.26 I agree that this methodology will require a careful propping strategy to be 

worked out but I am assured by the Council’s engineer, Marriott Consulting 

Engineers, that this is feasible. The contribution of the high quality 

craftsmanship of the external brickwork and finishing details to the identified 

heritage significance is considerable and could not be replicated in new 

materials.   

 

7.27 Internally, the plaster cornices would have to be carefully removed, and 

samples taken to cast replacement parts for reinstatement. The ceiling roses 

would be removed and then reinstated. The ornate Gothic arch in the hall 

would have to be carefully deconstructed and reinstated following relining of 

the interior. Chimney stacks would be taken down to ground level and 

reconstructed in light weight timber framing to ceiling level only. 

 

7.28 I have assumed that in the submitter’s engineer’s report and in my description 

above, the internal layout of the house would remain as it was prior to the 

earthquakes. 

 

7.29 The extent of work described by the engineer and assumed by myself 

following my site visit would inevitably result in some loss of heritage values. 

These would mainly relate to the internal structural brick walls and all interior 

linings. However, with the exterior retained in place (albeit with minor repairs) 

the layout retained as existing and reinstatement of plaster interior features, I 

believe that the house would still demonstrate many of the qualities for which it 

was included in the Council list. 

 

7.30 I do not agree that the building should be removed from the list of heritage 

items in Appendix 9.3.61.1. 

 

Submission 3718 – Public Trust Building, 152 Oxford Terrace, HID 414  

 

7.31 I attended a site visit to the building on Thursday 19
 
November 2015 with Ms 

Jenny May, Mr Gavin Stanley, Ms Jo Appleyard, Mr Matt Bonis, the owner’s 

engineer and Mr Glen Taylor, the building owner. 

 

7.32 The purpose of the site visit was to gain first-hand knowledge of the physical 

features of the building and its condition following the earthquakes in order to 
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comment on the submission. Due to the limited time for preparation of 

evidence, the site visit was carried out within limited time constraints and with 

a limited scope of investigation. No additional historical or physical research 

was carried out and the building was subject to a visual inspection only. 

 

7.33 The owners’ submission focusses on the extent of damage and the cost of 

repair if the engineer’s report is followed. They seek either that the building is 

delisted, (presumably so that the building can be demolished) or that 

demolition is made a Controlled Activity in the Plan. It is clear from their 

submission and from discussion on site that they do not see repair as an 

economically viable option. 

 

7.34 The building is described in the Statement of Significance in Appendix 9.3.61.1  

of the Proposal.15  

 

7.35 The Public Trust building is a six storey building plus basement facing onto 

Oxford terrace and the River Avon. It is constructed of reinforced concrete 

frames with concrete floors and brick infill panels. The building reduces in 

height to only two storeys at the rear. A modern addition has been constructed 

at the rear of the site and the topmost storey of the front portion of the building 

is also a modern addition. 

 

7.36 The front façade is highly decorative and comprises five bays with plastered 

concrete columns rising from a sandstone base to a cantilevered cornice with 

the words “PUBLIC TRUST OFFICE” in raised plaster lettering. The centre bay 

incorporates a prominent entrance with the coat of arms of the Public Trust 

mounted above, and shallow steps leading up to the ground floor and entrance 

foyer. The windows are multi paned and have moulded spandrel panels 

beneath them. Spiral pilasters rise up each side of the columns. Brass lamps 

are fixed on each side of the ground floor. A separate semi-circular ached 

gateway with ornate plaster key stones is located at the north end of the 

frontage and this leads up to the current ground floor level of the building. 

 

7.37 Internally, the building is constructed with a double height ground floor which 

was originally the banking chamber. Part of this has been modified to 

incorporate a new mezzanine floor. A glazed passage runs down the north 

side of the building which was originally the vehicle access to the rear. Above 

                                                                                                                                                              
15  CCC RDP 9.3.6.1  Item number 414. 
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ground floor the building is open plan with all recent and original partitions 

stripped away. The brick lift and stair tower remains, but the original marble 

linings to the steps have been removed. The uppermost floor is a recent 

construction in lightweight timber and steel frame. 

 

7.38 It is clear from visual inspection that the building has been considerably 

affected by the earthquakes and this is confirmed by the AECOM report.16  

There are cracks in some of the concrete columns, beams and concrete walls, 

junctions of beams and lintels have failed in places and the concrete floors 

have cracks that appear to extend through the full thickness of the floors. 

There has been some water damage to internal plaster finishes due to broken 

windows and lack of occupancy since the earthquakes and most of the internal 

finishes have been removed. 

 

7.39 As stated above, the submission relates to the economic viability of repair and 

retention of the building. 

 

7.40 Costs for repair of the building as described by the submitters are said to be 

between $17.3 million and $19.7 million (depending on the level of 

strengthening employed.) A new building would be in the region of $16 million. 

The submission states that the repair is uneconomic and that the extent of 

replacement of heritage fabric would result in near complete loss of its heritage 

values and hence their submission for removal from the Council list. 

 

7.41 My evidence will focus on alternatives to delisting and investigate the three 

broad options that I believe are available to the owners. These are: 

 

(a) repair and retention in line with AECOM’s engineer’s report; 

(b) full demolition with all new construction; and 

(c) retention of the façade only, with new development behind. 

 

7.42 I agree that the extent of works outlined in the engineer’s report for full 

retention and repair would involve extensive loss of heritage fabric and the 

effect on the Council’s assessment of its significance following that work would 

also be considerable. This issue will be covered in Ms Jenny May’s evidence 

with respect to this building. 

 

                                                                                                                                                              
16  AECOM Building Report, 14 December 2104. 



 

27025127_10.docx  30 
 

7.43 Complete demolition and construction of a new commercial building on the site 

would of course result in the loss of all heritage values. 

 

7.44 The third option, to retain only the façade, is not usually a preferred approach 

with respect to heritage conservation. The reasoning of this being that a 

building is a three-dimensional object and cannot simply be expressed by 

retention of one façade only. 

 

7.45 Since the loss of so much heritage in Christchurch following the earthquakes, 

this approach has been seen sometimes as the only way that a heritage 

building can be retained. In the case of the Public Trust Office, I believe that 

this might have particular relevance and in my opinion would be the best 

outcome for the building.  

 

7.46 My reasons for this include the fact that the symbolism of the façade of the 

Public Trust Office is one of its major heritage values. The design, with its 

emphasis on verticality, powerful columns and restrained classical decoration 

on a solid stone base, references to “Strength” and the three-dimensional coat 

of arms all signify to the passer by that this is an institution to trust. When the 

Public Trust was established in New Zealand, it was as a result of some 

unfortunate circumstances that had led some early settlers into considerable 

financial loss. The design of the façade – more than the design of the rest of 

the building, in my opinion – is an extremely important element of the heritage 

significance of the place.  

 

7.47 If the engineer’s report is accepted - that the main structure of the building 

behind the façade is severely compromised - then I believe that retention of 

the façade must become the next preferred option for exploration by the 

property owners before further consideration is given to complete demolition. 

 

7.48 Retention of a heritage facade can sometimes be difficult in terms of fitting the 

modules and grid layout of a new building. This can result in poor alignment of 

windows with new floors behind, incorporation of accessible entrances and 

restrictions in ideal layouts behind. 

 

7.49 However, in this case I believe that the façade of the Public Trust building is 

quite suitable for this treatment.  
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7.50 The five bays of the façade would allow a structural grid behind of 

approximately 4 metres. Storey heights vary but these range from 

approximately 6 metres at ground floor to 4 metres on the second and third 

floors and 3 metres on the fourth floor. New floor to floor heights could be 

determined that approximate to these to suit the new configuration of the 

building with little or no detrimental effect on window sill heights. 

 

7.51 Accessibility issues are often very difficult to solve with respect to historic 

buildings and this might appear to be the case here, with its ground floor being 

at around 1.2 metres from pavement level. However, the original driveway 

access to the north of the frontage would allow a secondary ramped access to 

up to the original ground floor. 

 

7.52 The submission also includes references to “enabling recovery and 

enhancement of the district.” With so little remaining of Christchurch’s civic 

heritage, I believe that retention of this façade would indeed “enhance the 

district” and in so doing “enable recovery”. 

 

7.53 I cannot comment on the cost implications of this proposal, and due to the late 

receipt of documents from the submitters this information may not be available 

until a later date. However, I believe that there would be merit in exploring this 

further. 

 

7.54 For the reasons set out above, I cannot support the submitter’s wish to remove 

the building from the Council list, or make demolition a Controlled Activity 

under the Proposal. 

 

Submission 3346 – 217, Armagh Street, HID 44  

 

7.55 I attended a visit to the site on Monday 9 November with Ms Jenny May, 

Mr Gavin Stanley, and Ms Katherine Hilton of Girl Guides Association New 

Zealand, the owners of the building. 

 

7.56 The purpose of the site visit was to gain first-hand knowledge of the physical 

features of the building and its condition following the earthquakes in order to 

comment on the submission. Due to the limited time for preparation of 

evidence, the site visit was carried out within limited time constraints and with 
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a limited scope of investigation. No additional historical or physical research 

was carried out and the building was subject to a visual inspection only. 

 

7.57 The submission contends that the extent of earthquake damage and 

corresponding extent of new materials to replace heritage fabric is such that 

the building would no longer cross the threshold for inclusion in the Council 

list. 

 

7.58 The submission requests that the building is removed from the Council list. 

 

7.59 This two-storey timber framed house is described in the Statement of 

Significance of Appendix 9.3.6.1 of the Proposal.17 

 

7.60 In my opinion, the building has without doubt High Significance, but it has been 

considerably damaged in the February 2011 earthquake and subsequent 

aftershocks. The damage includes collapse of two brick chimneys, twisting of 

wall framing and weakened floors, cracked plaster, doors out of plumb and 

broken and slumped foundations (among other issues). Some of this damage, 

particularly the timber subfloor, has been exacerbated by pre-existing borer 

damage in these timbers which would have made them more prone to failure 

in the earthquakes.   

 

7.61 The critical issue with respect to this building is the extent of repair that would 

be required to reinstate it to its pre-earthquake condition and the effect that 

this would have on its identified heritage values. The repair required would 

include lifting and recreating sound foundations (possibly in concrete), 

replacement of a large proportion (or possibly all) the timber sub-floor, removal 

and replacement of a large proportion of the timber structural wall, floor and 

roof framing, relining of internal and external walls, reconstruction of the two 

brick chimneys and a considerable quantity of other related repairs.  

 

7.62 In this instance, it is my opinion that the extent of repair involved would result 

in a total loss of any tangible or physical heritage values due to the loss and 

replacement with new material. It is likely that this repair would also impinge, 

to a lesser extent, on the non-tangible heritage values, such as the association 

with particular historical figures, since there would be no physical remains for 

these values to be associated with. Council would therefore have to review the 

                                                                                                                                                              
17  CCC RDP 9.3.6.1  Item number 44. 
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remaining heritage significance and assess whether it would still pass over the 

threshold for retaining the building on the List of Protected Items. 

 

7.63 I support the submitter’s request that the building should be removed from the 

List of Protected Items.  

 

Submission 3666 – 35 Knowles Street, HID 323 

 

7.64  I attended a site visit to the building on Tuesday 17
 
November 2015 with 

Mr Gavin Stanley and Ms Jenny May. 

 

7.65 The purpose of the site visit was to gain first-hand knowledge of the physical 

features of the building and its condition following the earthquakes in order to 

comment on the submission. Due to the limited time for preparation of 

evidence, the site visit was carried out within limited time constraints and with 

a limited scope of investigation. No additional historical or physical research 

was carried out and the building was subject to a visual inspection only. 

 

7.66 The submission contends that the extent of earthquake damage is such that 

reconstruction would be required leaving only the timber framing and that little 

other heritage fabric would remain. It would no longer pass the Council’s 

threshold for inclusion in the list.  

 

7.67 The submission requests that the building is removed from the Council list, or 

as secondary relief, that the Plan is amended to allow Permitted Activity for 

uneconomic repair. 

 

7.68 The house is fully described in the Statement of Significance in Appendix 

9.3.6.1 of the Proposal.18  

 

7.69 The house is typical of Arts & Crafts design with a large Marseille tiled roof 

extending down over the upper floor with multiple gables, dormer windows, 

and overhanging eaves. The interior features of the house include a timber 

panelled hall with a corbelled shelf, timber posts and false arches, a panelled 

living room, panelled timber ceilings, multi panelled doors, and a wide and airy 

upper landing.  

 

                                                                                                                                                              
18  CCC RDP 9.3.6.1  Item number 323. 
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7.70 The house has sustained some earthquake damage which includes the loss of 

two chimneys, settlement and interior and exterior cracking of plaster.  

 

7.71 The engineer’s report  was described in the submission (the original of which 

has not been provided to Council) and suggests that the building has twisted 

as well as suffering vertical movement. As a result the walls would have to be 

stripped of internal and external linings and claddings, the tiled roof removed 

and new specialist foundations designed.  

 

7.72 If this repair option was undertaken, I agree with the submitter that much of the 

heritage values would be lost. 

 

7.73 If this repair option was undertaken, I agree with the submitter that much of the 

heritage values would be lost. 

 

7.74 The house is of a similar era and of similar construction to 25, Helmores Lane 

(submission No. 3639) and has suffered similar earthquake damage. As noted 

above, that building has been the subject of two engineering reports, one 

which recommends a repair methodology that would result in almost total loss 

of heritage fabric and another which proposes a less intrusive repair 

methodology resulting in a greater retention of heritage fabric. It seems to me 

that there would be merit in investigating another repair methodology for this 

property from another structural engineer so that the heritage values and 

heritage fabric and spaces of the house are not lost.  

 

7.75 If this were the case, then an opportunity arises here to upgrade the house 

from a weathertight and warmth perspective while repairing the earthquake 

damage. It appears probable that much of the external plaster loss came 

about due to the failure of the expanded metal lath which supports the plaster. 

The mesh is unlikely to have been galvanised in 1908 when the house was 

constructed (or this was poorly done), and as the metal rusts it expands and 

this causes the plaster to forced off its support. Complete removal of all 

external plaster would allow the exposed frame to be repaired where 

necessary (both earthquake and weather damage), insulation to be added and 

the walls lined with a modern building wrap, before new ply bracing and a new 

plaster cladding is applied. 
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7.76 Internally, linings would be removed only where the framing must be repaired 

and bracing added. Minor cracking would be repaired in situ. The lost chimney 

breast would be replaced in light weight timber framing and clad in Gib or lined 

over flush with the walls on each side. 

 

7.77 I believe that if an alternative repair solution was adopted the building could be 

repaired to a suitable standard with little loss of heritage fabric and heritage 

values and would still pass over the threshold for inclusion in the Council list. 

 

7.78 I do not agree that the building should be removed from the Council list. 

 

Submission 3212 – 325 Montreal Street,  HID 390  

 

7.79 I visited the site on Tuesday 17 November 2015 with Mr Gavin Stanley. 

 

7.80 The purpose of the site visit was to gain first-hand knowledge of the physical 

features of the building and its condition following the earthquakes in order to 

comment on the submission. Due to the limited time for preparation of 

evidence, the site visit was carried out within limited time constraints and with 

a limited scope of investigation. No additional historical or physical research 

was carried out and the building was subject to a visual inspection only. 

 

7.81 The owners’ submission describes the cottage as requiring extensive (and 

therefore – presumably - expensive)  repairs to make the building functional . 

These exceed its value. The College has been focussing its resources on 

repairing and strengthening its numerous high significance buildings in the 

main campus of the school has no use for the cottage. The College believes 

that the cottage has relatively little heritage value and does not contribute to 

the streetscape.   

 

7.82 The submitter requests removal of the building from the Council list. 

 

7.83 This timber framed house is described in the Statement of Significance in 

Appendix 9.3.6.1 of the Proposal.19 

 

                                                                                                                                                              
19  CCC RDP 9.3.6.1  Item number 390. 
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7.84 The cottage is a timber framed villa typical of its era, but increasingly rare in 

the central city. It is clad in timber weatherboards with double hung sash 

windows to all but one of the windows and a corrugated iron roof.  An earlier 

verandah has been removed at some stage and a modern timber ramp with 

handrails now leads to the front door. The interior is unusual in that the layout 

has not been modified, other than some later lean-tos at the rear, allowing it to 

clearly demonstrate the way of life of its early occupants. Much of the original 

heritage fabric and finishes remain and of particular interest is a highly unusual 

semi-circular vaulted plaster ceiling which runs the  length of the hall together 

with the shallow arched openings to the rear lean-to and the current toilet. 

Apparently a timber lined attic still remains, but this was not inspected since 

there was no access to this level. 

 

7.85 The submission states that the building has “relatively little heritage value” and 

is in need of “extensive repairs”.   

 

7.86 With respect to the heritage values, it is my view that all of its physical values 

remain very much intact and other non-tangible values are also still applicable. 

Its context has changed since the earthquakes and the subsequent demolition 

of Christchurch Girl’s High School, but I would suggest that as the sole 

remains of the Girl’s High School, its significance has in fact increased. Since 

the Replacement Plan now only allows for two categories of listing, the  

assumption that as a category 4 place it has “relatively little heritage 

significance” is misleading. While it does not have the obvious significance of a 

cathedral, for instance, it is joined by numerous other more modest places that 

still demonstrate identifiable heritage significance. 

 

7.87 With respect to the condition of the building, it appeared that the majority of the 

repairs have been caused by lack of maintenance and only the loss of the 

brick chimney at the rear could be said to be as a result of earthquake action. 

There were areas of rotten timber weatherboards in places, caused mostly by 

blocked or poorly functioning valley and eaves gutters, some crumbling of the 

surface of the basalt foundations and damage to the rear elevation caused by 

the collapsed chimney. The mature tree on the southeast corner of the house 

has overgrown its location and its roots will be damaging the foundations, and 

the leaves will fill the gutters and downpipes. Internally, there was remarkably 

little evidence of earthquake damage, with cracking in the lath and plaster 

walls and ceilings and very little damage elsewhere. In my view, the interior is 
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looking neglected, but redecoration and new floor finishes would change this 

very quickly and cheaply. Overall, both the interior and the exterior could be 

repaired and made attractive, with little work. 

 

7.88 The submission also states that the building does not contribute to the 

streetscape and that the College has no use for the cottage. Neither of these 

issues affects its value as part of the city’s heritage. However, once the minor 

repairs and redecoration were completed I have no doubt that its contribution 

to the streetscape would be clear to most observers. 

 

7.89 Further, in its repaired condition, it would become attractive to potential 

tenants, either in residential or commercial use, and while no longer in use by 

the College, it may at least contribute some income. Its future use would 

depend on the College’s plans for the rest of the Girls’ High School site, but 

could include a wide range of possible uses, even if they are not directly 

associated with the functioning of the College as implied in the submission. 

 

7.90 I do not support the submission that the building should be removed from the 

List of Protected Items. 

 
Submission 3397 – 48a Fendalton Road, HID 181 

 

7.91 I attended a site visit to the building on Tuesday 17
 
November 2015 with Ms 

Fiona Wykes, Mr Gavin Stanley and Ms Jenny May. 

 

7.92 The purpose of the site visit was to gain first-hand knowledge of the physical 

features of the building and its condition following the earthquakes in order to 

comment on the submission. Due to the limited time for preparation of 

evidence, the site visit was carried out within limited time constraints and with 

a limited scope of investigation. No additional historical or physical research 

was carried out and the building was subject to a visual inspection only. 

 

7.93 The submission requests that the building is removed from the Council list. 

 

7.94 The house is described in the Statement of Significance in Appendix 9.3.6.1 of 

the Proposal.20 

 

                                                                                                                                                              
20  CCC RDP 9.3.6.1  Item number 181. 
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7.95 The house is a large two-storey building located on a back section. It has been 

modified over time but its original portion dates from 1881. Subsequent 

alterations and additions include an addition to the west in the 1920s and 

another to the north in 1995. The original portion is a tall elegant weather 

boarded structure with sash windows, shutters and delicately corbelled eaves. 

Internally, the spaces remain close to their original form despite the building 

having been divided into flats in the past. The rooms are large and spacious 

and indicative of the high social status of the original owner, Mr Mark Stoddart. 

The house appears to have been particularly well built with 150mm x 75mm 

framing to the ground floor and 100mm x 50mm to the upper floors. The 

internal finishes originally comprised lath and plaster with ceiling roses and 

cornices.  

 

7.96 Damage sustained in the earthquakes include extensive damage to 

foundations causing irregular floor levels at ground floor level, collapse of two 

brick chimneys and considerable cracking to lath and plaster walls and 

ceilings. The extent of this damage is recorded in a report by structural 

engineers, Kirk Roberts, dated 23 April 2013. 

 

7.97 This report indicates that the foundations will have to be completely replaced 

and set on a concrete grid beam foundation on a gravel raft. The house would 

have to lifted or relocated to the west for this work and damaged linings 

replaced internally with Gib, including bracing elements as required. The 

engineers have indicated that they have reservations as to the practicality and 

cost of these repairs  

 

7.98 My observations indicate that if the substructure and foundations can be 

repaired as described by the owner’s engineer, then the loss of heritage fabric 

is likely to be limited to the interior linings including some areas of lath and 

plaster and the two brick chimneys (which would reconstructed in light weight 

timber framing). A large proportion of the original lath and plaster has been 

replaced with Gib over the years  and so the additional loss from the 

earthquake damage is relatively low compared to its original state. The 

generously sized and unusual timber framing to the ground floor would also 

remain, together with all original carpentry.  Externally, the windows, doors and 

weather boards are in reasonable condition with little apparent damage, 

despite the noticeable slump in the internal ground floors. The external 

appearance of the house would change little and still retain its heritage values. 
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7.99 I do not accept the submitter’s proposal that the building is removed from the 

Council list. 

 

Submission No 3214 – Goodwins Seed Store, 78 Starvation Gully Road, HID 685  

 

7.100 The owners of this property have been overseas and a visit was only possible 

on November 30
th
. Since I am located in Queenstown and evidence was due 

to be lodged on 2 December it was agreed by the Council heritage team that it 

was not practical for me to attend. However, I was able to direct specific 

questions to the team members while they were on site which related to my 

evidence and mostly included the non-structural condition of the building. 

 

7.101 The submitter requests removal of the building from the Council list. 

 

7.102 The building is described in the Statement of Significance in Appendix 9.3.6.1 

of the Proposal.21 

 

7.103 The building is a long rectangular two-storey building built to store and pack 

cocksfoot grass seed that was the major crop of the area in the 19
th
 century. It 

has a timber frame, with a raised ground floor on timber piles, timber joists, 

wall and roof framing. Roof and wall cladding is in short run corrugated iron. 

One end of the store has been modified to create a single storey space 

accessible from the ground level outside.  

 

7.104 The building has been damaged in the earthquakes, and this was described to 

me on site by the Council engineer. 

 

7.105 However, it is likely that a proportion of the earthquake damage has been 

exacerbated by the effect of the building’s poor condition at the time of the 

earthquake. Due to a long period of time in which it has had no productive use, 

and according to the responses to my questions to the team members on site, 

there are significant areas of missing flashings, gutters and downpipes, there 

are holes in the corrugated roof and several of the windows have lost their 

glass. All of these issues have allowed the penetration of rain and weather and 

caused the timber framing and finishes to decay. Damp wood is also an 

                                                                                                                                                              
21  CCC RDP 9.3.6.1  Item number 685. 
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attraction for borer beetles and many of the timber elements have been 

attacked to such an extent that they have lost most of their structural integrity. 

 

7.106 If the building were to be repaired to a sound condition in a form to resemble 

its pre-earthquake state, the proportion of new fabric introduced would mean 

that its heritage values would be significantly compromised and it would be 

unlikely to pass the threshold for inclusion in the Council’s list. 

 

7.107 I therefore support the submitter’s request for removal from the Council’s list. 

 

Submission No 3236 – Graving Dock, 45 Godley Quay, Lyttelton,  HID 773 

 

7.108 I have not visited this site. 

 

7.109 The submission relates to the definition of maintenance and in particular to 

repairs and maintenance of the dry dock (Graving Dock) at Lyttelton Port. The 

submission requests that the elements of repair required at the dry dock are 

noted specifically in the Proposal. These include the use of concrete for repair 

of stonework. 

 

7.110 The dry dock is described in the Statement of Significance in Appendix 9.3.6.1 

of the Proposal.22 

 

7.111 Maintenance and Repair are both allowed as Permitted Activities in the 

Proposals. However, the definition of “Repair” includes the proviso “materials 

which resemble the form, appearance and profile of the heritage fabric as 

closely as possible.” 

 

7.112 Since the submission includes a specific reference to “concrete” to repair 

stonework it appears to me that it would not comply with the definition of 

“Repair”. This is because concrete does not resemble the “form” and 

“appearance” of the original heritage fabric. Further, there is another issue 

which is that use of concrete in stone repairs, without proper analysis of the 

stonework may result in accelerated decay of the stone.  

 

                                                                                                                                                              
22  CCC RDP 9.3.6.1  Item number 773. 
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7.113 I would not support the inclusion of a specified clause allowing repairs to the 

dry dock in accordance with the submission. 

 

 
 

 

 

Jacqueline Sarah Hilda Gillies. 

3  December 2015 
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APPENDIX A 

TABLE A 

Table showing comparison of provisions within the ICOMOS NZ Charter, Heritage New Zealand 
Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT) Guidelines and Christchurch City Council Replacement District Plan 
(CCC RDP), and Heritage Conservation Policy (HCP) which relate to conservation of places of 
heritage significance. 
 
ICOMOS NZ Charter principles are shown in blue, while the HNZPT Guidelines are shown in 
purple. Where either of the individual issues are also in the Proposal they are shown as 
highlighted under the CCC column. 
 
While the wording is not always identical in the CCC documentation, I have interpreted the 
meaning for the purposes of the table below. 
 
 

Issue ICOMOS NZ Charter HNZPT Guidelines CCC RDP  Clause ref 

Philosophy  Role of heritage places 
to inform society about  
the past and previous 
cultures, underpin 
community identity, 

To promote the 
identification, 
protection, 
preservation and 
conservation of the 
historical and cultural 
heritage of New 

Zealand
23

.  
 

Respect important 
contribution historic 
heritage makes to the 
district’s distinctive 
character and its role in 
recovery.  
 
 

9.3.1 a 
 

Respect lasting values 
of the place as 
evidence of NZ’s 
distinct peoples and 
society. 
 

Identify and protect 
historic heritage in the 
district. 
 

9.3.2.2 a 

Principles Understanding of 
actual heritage values 
of place fundamental to 
all heritage 
conservation 
processes. 
 
 

Understanding of 
actual heritage values 
of place fundamental to 
all heritage 
conservation 
processes. 
 
 
 
 

Understanding of 
actual heritage values 
of place fundamental to 
all heritage 
conservation 
processes. 
 

9.3.2.6 a. i 
 
 

  

Authenticity as prime 
quality. 
 
 

Maintain authenticity Maintain authenticity 
 
 

9.3.2.6 a. iv 
 

  

Minimum intervention. 
 
 

Minimum intervention. 
 
Recognise the finite 
resource of historic 

Minimum intervention. 
 
 
 

9.3.2.6 a. ii 
 

                                                                                                                                                              
23 Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014, Part 1. Clause 3. Purpose. 
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Issue ICOMOS NZ Charter HNZPT Guidelines CCC RDP  Clause ref 

heritage. 
 

  

Respect for all layers 
of history and patina of 
age. 
 
 

Respect the patina of 
age. 

? 
 

 

Investigation of 
physical fabric can aid 
understanding. 
 
 

? Reinstate heritage 
fabric to retain or 
enhance heritage 
values. 
 

9.3.2.6 a. iii 
 

? ? Work should be 
reversible. 
 

9.3.2.6 a. v 
 

Work should be 
documented. 
 

Work should be 
documented. 
 

Work should be 
documented. 
 

9.3.2.6 a. vi 
 

Conservation 
Plans & 
Heritage 
Impact 
Assessment
s. 

Central role of 
Conservation Plans to 
provide understanding 
of the place. 
 
Outline headings for 
contents. 
 

Central role of 
Conservation Plans to 
provide understanding 
of the place. 
 
Publication of detailed 

guides for both.
24

 

Understanding heritage 
values. 
 
 

9.3.2.6 a. i 
 
9.3.5.1 e. 
 

  

Criteria for 
identification 
of Heritage 
Significance 

Aesthetic, 
Archaeological, 
Architectural, 
Commemorative, 
Functional, 
Historical, 
Landscape, 
Monumental, 
Scientific, 
Social, 
Spiritual, 
Symbolic, 
Technological, 
Traditional. 

Archaeological  
Architectural 
Technological & 
Engineering 
Scientific 
Rarity 
Representativeness 
Integrity 
Vulnerability 
Context or Group 
 
People 
Events 
Patterns 
 
Identity 
Public esteem 
Commemorative 
Educational 
Tangata whenua 
 

Historical & Social 
 
 

9.3.2.2 a. i 

  

Cultural & Spiritual 
 
 

9.3.2.2 a. ii 

  

Aesthetic & 
Architectural 
 
 

9.3.2.2 a. iii 

  

Technology & Craft 
 
 

9.3.2.2 a. iv 

  

                                                                                                                                                              
24 HNZPT – “Preparing Conservation Plans” Jan Harris & Greg Bowron. 2000 (currently being updated.) 
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Issue ICOMOS NZ Charter HNZPT Guidelines CCC RDP  Clause ref 

Context 
 
 

9.3.2.2 a. v 

  

Archaeological & 
Scientific 

9.3.2.2 a. vi 

  

Conservation  
activities 

  Activities:  9.3.3 

Repair & 
Maintenance 

Includes “stabilisation” 
as first option. 
 
 

Regular repair and 
maintenance best 
approach. 
 

 
 
 

 

Minimum intervention. 
 

Minimum intervention. 
 

Minimum intervention.  
 

9.3.3.2.1  P1, P2 
9.3.4.1 f   
  

 
 

Repair in like materials 
and methods. 
 
Repair to higher 
standard acceptable to 
improve stability or life 
expectancy of place.  
 

Repair in like materials 
and methods. 
 

Repair in materials that 
resemble …. as closely 
as possible….. 

Definitions  

New materials subtly 
discernible as new. 
 

New materials subtly 
discernible as new. 
 

New materials subtly 
discernible as new.  
 

9.3.4.1 c  P2 

  

Respect the patina of 
age. 
 

Respect the patina of 
age. 
 

? 9.3.4.1 f 

Record new work. 
 

Record new work. 
 

Record new work.  
 

9.3.4.1 f 

  

 Prepare maintenance 
schedule. 
 

 9.3.4.1 f 

 

Alterations  
 
Heritage 
upgrade 
works 
 
Intervention  

Consistent with 
heritage values. 
 

Consistent with 
heritage values. 
 

Consistent with 
heritage values. 
 

9.3.3.2.2  C1 – C3 
9.3.3.2.3  RD1, 
RD2 
9.3.4.1. c  
9.3.5.1 d. e. f. 
 

  

Minimum intervention. 
 

Minimum intervention. 
 

Minimum intervention. 
 

9.3.3.2.2  C1 – C3 
9.3.3.2.3  RD1, 
RD2 
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Issue ICOMOS NZ Charter HNZPT Guidelines CCC RDP  Clause ref 

  9.3.4.1. f. 
9.3.5.1 b. f. 
 
 

Avoid removal of 
heritage fabric. 
 
 

Avoid removal of 
heritage fabric. 
 
 

Avoid removal of 
heritage fabric. 
 

9.3.3.2.2  C1 – C3 
9.3.3.2.3  RD1, 
RD2 
9.3.4.1. f. 
9.3.5.1  f. 
 
 

  

Compatible with 
original form and fabric 
of the place. 
 
 

Compatible with 
original form and fabric 
of the place. 
 

Compatible with 
original form and fabric 
of the place. 
 

9.3.3.2.2  C1 – C3 
9.3.3.2.3  RD1, 
RD2 
9.3.4.1. c. 
9.3.5.1 f. 
 

  

Includes; 
Reassembly of existing 
materials and 
reinstatement in 
original position, 
(restoration). 
 

Reconstruction only 
acceptable when clear 
evidence of original 
form and detail. Avoid 
conjectural  
interpretations. 
 

Reconstruction based 
on documentary 
evidence to preserve 
authenticity. 
 

9.3.3.2.2  C1 – C3 
9.3.3.2.3  RD1, 
RD2 
9.3.4.1. d. f. 
9.3.5.1 f. 
   

Reconstruction using 
new materials where 
original lost. 
 

Record and label new 
work. 

Record and label new 
work. 

9.3.3.2.2  C1 – C3 
9.3.3.2.3  RD1, 
RD2 
9.3.4.1. e. g. 
9.3.5.1  f. 
 

  

 Based on documentary 
evidence to preserve 
authenticity. 

Reconstruction only 
acceptable when clear 
evidence of original 
form and detail. Avoid 
conjectural  
interpretations. 
 

Based on documentary 
evidence to preserve 
authenticity. 
 

9.3.3.2.2  C1 – C3 
9.3.3.2.3  RD1, 
RD2 
9.3.4.1. d. 
9.3.5.1 f. 
 

  

 Reversible ? Temporary or 
permanent effect. 

9.3.3.2.3  RD1, 
RD2 
9.3.5.1 g. f. 
 

 Additions Should complement 
the original form and 
fabric, but not replicate 
it.  

Should complement 
the original form and 
fabric, but not replicate 
it. 
 

NOTE: All comments 
as “Alterations” above. 
 
 

NOTE: All as 
“Alterations” 
above. 
In particular 
9.3.5.1 f. 

Should be 
distinguishable from 
the original. 
 

Should be 
distinguishable from 
the original. 
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Adaption & 
New Use 

New use may 
contribute to 
sustainable 
conservation of a 
place.  

New use may 
contribute to 
sustainable 
conservation of a 
place. 
 

Allow for ongoing 

economically 
25

viable 
use of heritage places. 

9.3.2.7 
Compatible with 
9.3.2.6 
9.3.5.1 c. 
 

  

Investigation  Physical investigation 
provides primary 
evidence,  but must be 
minimum possible. 

Minimum intervention 
in carrying out 
investigation. 

Physical investigation 
provides primary 
evidence,  but must be 
minimum possible. 
 

9.3.3.2.1 P3 

  

Relocation Original site integral to 
the heritage 
significance. 
 
 

Original site integral to 
the heritage 
significance. 
 
 

Relocation within own 
setting acceptable. 

9.3.2.8 a. 
9.3.3.2.3  RD4 
 

Relocation only as last 
resort to protect the 
heritage values of the 
place. 

Relocation only as last 
resort to protect the 
heritage values of the 
place. 
Should be guided by a 
Conservation Plan. 
 

Relocation beyond the 
setting only as last 
resort to protect the 
heritage values of the 
place. 

9.3.2.8 b. 
9.3.3.2.6   D1 
9.3.5.1 a. – l. 
9.3.5.5 a. – e. 

  

Partial 
demolition 

Not considered. Not consistent with 
best practice. 

Treated as “Alteration” 
See above. 

See “Alteration” 
above 

May be acceptable 
where fabric to be lost 
has been identified in a 
conservation plan as 
having no heritage 
significance. 
 
 

 

May be limited to parts 
of building beyond 
repair. 

 

                                                                                                                                                              
25 NOTE: CCC RDP includes the word “economically” which ICOMOS and HNZ do not. 
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Façade retention not 
consistent with best 
practice. 

 

Should be balanced 
against total 
conservation benefit, 
(eg. where later 
addition obscures 
highly significant earlier 
fabric).  

 

  Should be guided by 
conservation plan. 

  

Demolition Not considered. Inconsistent with 
sustainable 
management of 
heritage resources. 
 

CERA Section 38  
 

9.3.3.2.1  P8 

Demolition of  
“Significant” Item 
(Group 2.)  

9.3.3.2.6 D2 

Demolition of  
“Very Significant” Item  
(Group 1.) 
 

9.3.3.2.7  NC1 

Surrounding
s & Settings 

Original site integral to 
the heritage 
significance. 
 

Site and surroundings 
integral to heritage 
significance of a place. 

Heritage Settings 
identified, sharing 
similar requirements 
and qualities as 
Heritage Items. 

9.3.2.2 
9.3.2.3 
9.3.2.6 
9.3.2.7 
9.3.3.2.1    
P7  a. – f. 
 

Should be based on 
research and 
understanding (as the 
building itself). 
 

  

New buildings should 
be sympathetic to the 
heritage character of 
the place but replicate. 
 

  

Maori 
heritage 

Indigenous heritage is 
included in all aspects 
of the Charter, both 
explicitly and implicitly. 
 

Recognise diverse 
nature of NZ’s social 
and environmental 
communities. 
 
Recognise and provide 
for relationship with 
Maori regarding culture 
and traditions. 
 

Protect sites of Ngai 
Tahu Cultural 
Significance. 
 
Identify “Silent File 
Areas” 

9.3.2.1 
9.3.5.8 
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Detailed description of 
approach regarding 
Maori sites, places etc.  
 

  

Heritage 
sites, 
including 
archaeo-
logical 

Included in the 
definition of “place”. 

Archaeological 
provisions of HNZPT 
Act 2014  regulated by 
the Act and form 
considerable  
proportion of HNZPT 
workload and activity. 
  

Assist HNZPT in 
protection of sites. 

9.3.2.5 

  

Document-
ation and 
recording 

Should be carried out 
to archival standards. 

All interventions should 
be documented and 
recorded, (where 
culturally appropriate). 

Documentation and 
recording to be carried 
out. 

9.3.2.6 a. vi 
9.3.4.1 g. 
9.3.5.1 l. 
 
 
 

 

Includes recording of 
the place prior to any 
changes and later 
documentation of those 
changes. 
 

  

Should be made 
available to connected 
people or interested 
parties. 

 

Fixtures, 
fittings and 
contents 

Where they are integral 
to the heritage 
significance of the 
place they should be 
retained and 
conserved with the 
place. 
 

Artworks or special 
objects associated with 
the place should be 
treated in like manner. 
 

Included in definition of 
“Heritage Fabric.” 

Chapter 2. 
Definitions. 

  

Definitions Used as “Industry 
standard”. 
Wide range of terms 
which might involve 
conservation. 

Definitions link with 
ICOMOS NZ and 
HNZPT Act, RMA and 
Building Act. 

Definitions relate to 
terms in District Plan 
only. 
 
Definitions that overlap 
are based closely on 
ICOMOS definition. 

Chapter 2. 
Definitions  

  

 
 

 


