
 

 

 

 

 

PLANNING EVIDENCE OF GRAHAM RUTHERFORD TAYLOR ON BEHALF OF  

THE ARTS CENTRE OF CHRISTCHURCH TRUST BOARD 

(Submitter 3275) 

Dated: 13 January 2015 

 

  

 BEFORE THE CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT 

PLAN INDEPENDENT HEARINGS PANEL 

 

IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management Act 1991 ('the Act') 

AND 

IN THE MATTER 

 

 

of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan – Natural 

and Historic Heritage chapter (Chapter 9) Stage 3 



 

Submitter 3275 – Arts Centre of Christchurch Trust Board - Planning Evidence, G Taylor Page 2/17 

INTRODUCTION 

1. My full name is Graham Rutherford Taylor.  I am a Consultant Planner and Director of 

Resource Management Group Ltd (RMG), a planning consultancy, based in 

Christchurch. 

2. I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Science (Geography / Land Planning and 

Development) from Otago University. I am a Full Member of the New Zealand 

Planning Institute and an accredited Hearings Commissioner.  

3. I have over 27 years’ experience as a planner working in local authority and private 

consultancy within New Zealand. Over this time I have prepared and provided expert 

evidence on a wide variety of resource consents, plan changes and notice of 

requirements, as well as preparation of, and submissions on resource consent 

applications and proposed plans. This has included preparing and presenting 

evidence at Council hearings and the Environment Court.  

4. I have been asked by the Arts Centre of Christchurch Trust Board  (“the Trust”) to 

provide planning evidence relating to its submission (3275) and further submissions 

(FS5016) concerning Chapter 9.3 (Historic Heritage) of the proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan (“pCRDP”), and in particular the listing of the 1957/66 

Registry Office Building (submission points 3275.7-10). I also provide evidence on: 

 Repair Definition (3275.1) 

 Earthquake Reconstruction (3275.3) 

 Temporary Structures within Heritage Settings (3275.4-5) 

 Signs on Heritage Items and within Settings (3275.6) 

 Further submissions by the Trust on other Chapter 9.3 matters 

5. I confirm that I have read and agree to comply with the Code of Conduct of Expert 

Witnesses (2014).  This evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state I 

am relying on what I have been told by other persons.  I have not omitted to consider 

material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions expressed. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

6. The Trust’s primary submission concern is the listing of the Original Registry and 

Registry Office buildings as one entity with Group 1 High Significance. 

7. The Registry Office building is in fact a separate building, and is not presently listed in 

the operative plan, nor is it classified by Heritage New Zealand. 

8. As a result of mediation and discussions, Council staff have now agreed that the 

Registry Office is a separate building and should be separately assessed. They have 

undertaken an alternative assessment of significance, however still consider it should 

be listed as a lower category Group 2 – Significant Item. 

9. The Trust opposes Group 2 listing of the building, as it is unjustified in terms of the 

level of assessment undertaken, and listing will hinder flexibility to use and modify the 

building for commercial tenants, and preclude future options for the site. The building 

has been extensively modified for commercial and office use, and provides an 

important revenue stream for the Arts Centre during its recovery.  

10. The Registry Office has been extensively modified, and little if any internal heritage 

fabric of significance remains. 

11. I have considered the evidence and assessment undertaken by Dr McEwan, and the 

evidence and alternative assessment undertaken by Mr Pearson. Both assessments 

have been undertaken under the agreed methodology contained in the s32 Heritage 

Technical Report. 

12. I do not consider that Dr McEwan’s Statement of Significance contains an assessment 

at such detail that would satisfy the threshold for a Group 2 listing. 

13. Mr Pearson’s assessment is more thorough and robust. He concludes that the building 

demonstrates only no or some significance under the Council criterion, and does not 

satisfy the threshold for listing. 

14. Based on Mr Pearson’s conclusions I agree that the Registry Office building should 

not be listed in the pCRDP. 

15. I consider that the definition of “Repair” should be amended to allow building code 

upgrades as part of the repaired work. This would have very limited effect on heritage 
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fabric, as by definition it would only apply to damaged areas being repaired, and would 

not include reconstruction or alteration. 

16. I consider that the existing permitted activity status for reconstruction of earthquake 

damaged buildings within the Central City contained in the operative plan should be 

carried over for a limited time period, to facilitate completion of earthquake repair and 

recovery works on Central City sites such as the Arts Centre, which presently relies on 

this provision. This would be limited to earthquake repairs within the Central City only, 

as supported by the Central City Recovery Plan. It would not apply nor have 

implications beyond these limited circumstances. 

17. I agree with Ms Rachlin’s assessment and recommended amendment to rules relating 

to temporary structure for events within heritage settings. 

18. I agree with Ms Rachlin’s assessment and recommended amendment to rules relating 

to signs on heritage items and within heritage settings. 

19. I agree with Ms Rachlins assessment and recommendation pertaining to the Trust’s 

further submissions in respect of works within heritage settings, non-notification of 

applications and partial demolition. 

20. I disagree with the rejection of the Trust’s further submissions relating to interiors and 

the definition of heritage fabric. I consider that there is merit in further exploring the 

Heritage New Zealand submissions seeking identification of internal features, and 

improvement of the definition of heritage features, as under the present proposed 

rules these provisions lead to uncertainty for users of the Plan.             

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 

21. The key documents that I have relied on in preparing this evidence are: 

 Stage 3 Publicly Notified Chapter 9.3 Proposal 

 Section 32 report - Chapter 9, Heritage Technical Report, Dated 25 July 2015  

 Submissions 3275 / FS5016 (Arts Centre of Christchurch Trust Board) 

 Schedule 4 Statement of Expectations – Canterbury Earthquake (Replacement 

District Plan) Order 2014 
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 Evidence of Andre Lovatt – Chief Executive, Arts Centre of Christchurch Trust, 

dated 10 December 2015 

 Evidence of David Alan Pearson – Heritage Expert for Arts Centre of Christchurch 

Trust Board, Dated 10 December 2015 

 Evidence of Caroline Elizabeth Rachlin, Planner, for Christchurch City Council, 

dated 18 December 2015 

 Evidence and Rebuttal of Dr Anne McEwan, Heritage Consultant, for Christchurch 

City Council, dated 2 December 2015 and 18 December 2015.   

 Evidence and Rebuttal of Amanda Emma Ohs, Senior Heritage Advisor, for 

Christchurch City Council, dated 2 December 2015 and 18 December 2015. 

 Evidence of Fiona Jane Wykes, Senior Heritage Advisor, for Christchurch City 

Council dated 2 December 2015. 

 Evidence of Jacqueline Sarah Hilda Gillies, Conservation Architect, for 

Christchurch City Council, dated 3 December 2015.  

22. I attended mediations on 18 November and 9 December, informal Skype discussions 

with Dr McEwan and Mr Pearson on 30 November, and also attended inspection of 

the Arts Centre Registry Addition building with Council staff on 22 October 2015.  

SUBMISSION 3275.7-10, REGISTRY OFFICE LISTING   

Background 

23. The prime concern raised in the Trust submission is the listing of the 1957/66 

Registry Office building as an item of High Significance, together with the original 

1919/26 Collins and Harman designed Registry Building.  

24. The original Registry building is located on the Montreal Street / Worcester Street 

corner, and was designed by Collins and Harman Architects. It was erected in 1919 

and added to in 1926. It has a Group 1 listing in the operative plan and is listed as a 

category 1 item by Heritage New Zealand.  

25. The adjacent building is referred to as the Registry Office. It was originally erected by 

the University as a separate single storey building in 1957, with a first floor added in 
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1966, shortly before the University moved to the Ilam Campus. There was a 

connecting door to the original registry office, however they are separate buildings. 

The building connections have since been removed and they are now completely 

separate. The registry Office building is not listed in either the operative plan, nor is it 

classified by Heritage New Zealand.  

26. Under the notified Chapter 9 proposals, the Registry building and setting has been 

identified as a single heritage item comprising both the original registry and Office as 

one entity with a Group 1 – High Significance.  

27. The Trust submission opposes the inclusion of the Registry Office in the listing, 

initially as they considered it to be an error, and also as the Registry Office are not 

considered to have heritage significance justifying listing. It is described as an overtly 

and uncompromisingly modern building and is considered to be incongruous with the 

other Gothic Revival style buildings on the Arts Centre site. The Trust regards it as 

being of dubious architectural quality and it has been extensively modified for office 

and retail use over time such that little original interior fabric remains, and large parts 

of the exterior have also been modified. The Trust submission does not oppose the 

listing of the original 1919/26 Registry.  

28. Since lodging the submission, the Trust has participated in formal and informal 

mediation with Council staff, including two site visits, a video conference, and a formal 

mediation session on 18 November.  

29. As a result of the informal mediation, Council staff agreed that the registry Office 

building is physically separate from the original registry and should be assessed 

separately. I agree that this should be the case. 

30. This resulted in the revised Statement of Significance as attached to Dr McEwan’s 

evidence. The revised Statement assesses the Registry Office separately as having 

heritage significance – albeit at a lower Group 2 level.  

31. The Trust supports the separation of the listing from the original building, which 

satisfies part of its concerns, but remains opposed to the listing of the Registry Office 

as a Group 2 item, and considers that the listing should be deleted in its entirety. The 

main reasons for this are that it does not consider that the building meets the 

threshold for inclusion in the Plan, and listing in the plan will potentially require 

unnecessary resource consents for alterations and changes in use of the building, 

and hinder options for future use and development of this part of the Arts Centre site.   
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32. Mr Lovatt has provided further details in his evidence of the Arts Centre’s current and 

intended future use of the Registry Office and why the Trust does not support its 

listing. In particular he has highlighted the importance of unimpeded flexible and 

adaptive use of the Registry Building in the post-earthquake environment to achieve a 

commercial income.  

33. Significant modifications have been carried out to the building, particularly to meet 

post-earthquake needs, including specialist tenant fitouts, removal and/or modification 

of walls, modification of windows and openings, new kitchenettes and bathrooms, 

signage, services and fire safety upgrades. These add to the extensive alterations 

and modifications that have occurred over the past 50 years, all of which has 

occurred without heritage controls.  

34. Mr Lovatt also notes that prior to the earthquakes the Trust was considering options 

for demolition and replacement of the building. These plans ultimately did not 

proceed, although I understand that this was not for heritage related reasons. 

Although there are no present proposals for replacement of the building, this cannot 

be precluded in future, and would be significantly hindered through listing even as a 

Group 2 item.  

35. I note that from a rules perspective the only real difference between Group 1 and 2 

items is that demolition becomes discretionary rather than non-complying, however 

this and other lesser alterations still trigger a consent process. I acknowledge that 

there is some difference in terms of policy considerations, although in real terms the 

resource consent process remains essentially the same.  

36. I also acknowledge that the definition of Heritage Fabric is subjective, and due to the 

degree of modification to the building, it may be argued that many potential alterations 

do not affect heritage fabric and require consents. However as discussed in my 

evidence for the Canterbury Museum (submitter 3351) on this matter, I note the highly 

subjective nature of the definition, leading to uncertainty as to whether or not 

proposals may trigger the rules.   

37. I consider that this uncertainty would potentially hinder the future use and adaptation 

of the building by the Arts Centre, the importance of which has been outlined by Mr 

Lovatt, and lead to unnecessary costs and reliance on resource consents, which may 

be contrary to Strategic Directions Policy 3.3.2 and the statement of expectations.  
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38.  I also consider that if on the contrary it is held that the building interior in particular 

has little remaining heritage fabric that would trigger the rule, then it would beg the 

question as to why the building should be listed at all? 

Justification for Listing – Revised Statement of Significance 

39. The main issue for consideration is whether or not the Registry Office, as now 

separately assessed, meet the thresholds for listing as a heritage item. In that regard 

I am reliant on the expert evidence of Mr Pearson, who has reviewed the Revised 

Statement of Significance attached as Appendix B to Dr McEwan’s evidence.   

40. Mr Pearson has also carried out his own assessment of the Registry Office in 

accordance with the Councils own criteria, as contained in the s.32 Appendix 4 

Heritage Technical Report. I note that Mr Pearson is generally supportive of the 

criteria, and accepts the evidence of Ms Ohs in this regard. He has expressed some 

concern with the coupling of some assessment groupings, however for the sake of 

consistency has undertaken his own assessment in accordance with the Council 

methodology. 

41. I note however that Mr Pearson’s assessment is significantly more detailed than that 

undertaken by Dr McEwan.  

42. Mr Pearson has reached the following conclusions: 

 The Council’s assessment of Historical and Social significance is based on a 

series of facts regarding the growth of the university, rather than a robust 

evaluation of values. He notes that the Registry Office were erected in the final 

years of the University occupying the site, when plans were already underway for 

its relocation. In the context of the previous 80 years use of the site for the 

University and other institutions, he considers the significance of the Registry 

Office to be minimal. 

 He considers the building to have only some cultural and spiritual significance, 

due to its use as administrative offices and then for only a relatively short time.  

 Mr Pearson notes that the building was erected as an essentially utilitarian 

structure, in order to meet an expedient short term demand for administrative 

space pending the already planned relocation of the University. He considers that 

the building and the subsequent first floor addition constitute an awkward 
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juxtaposition of different architectural styles. He considers the upper level to be an 

unremarkable example of Modernist style. Mr Pearson concludes that the building 

detracts from the original Registry and the Arts Centre as a whole, and also notes 

the high level of internal modification that has been undertaken.  

 He considers that there is little technological or craftsmanship significance in the 

building. He notes that it was unlikely to have been specifically designed to meet 

seismic forces any more than any other building of its time, and the use of glazed 

walls is more likely to have arisen due to cost rather than design considerations.  

 Mr Pearson does not consider the building to have contextual significance beyond 

the mere fact that it shares the site with other Arts Centre Buildings. He otherwise 

considers the building to be out of character with the Arts Centre and other 

surrounding buildings. 

 The building does not pre-date 1900 and is not therefore defined as an 

archaeological site under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014. I 

agree that the land beneath the building may, however that does not relate to the 

building, and is a matter dealt with under the archaeological authority provisions of 

the Heritage New Zealand Act.   

43. Overall Mr Pearson has compared his assessments with those of Dr McEwan and 

concluded that the building only demonstrates no or some significance under the 

criterion. This is less than significant. He has then applied the threshold tests 

contained in the Council methodology and concluded that only one is met in part, and 

under the criteria the Registry Office building should not be listed in the Plan. 

44. I have considered both Mr Pearson’s and Dr McEwan’s evidence and assessments. 

In my opinion the assessment of Dr McEwan simply lacks the level of detail that 

would be necessary to support a finding that the Registry Office is overall significant.    

45. I am therefore reliant on Mr Pearson’s expert assessment and on that basis agree 

that the building listing should be deleted in its entirety.   

46. I have also considered whether any other objectives or policies, or higher level 

planning documents may assist in the assessment of this submission, however have 

reached the conclusion that this is a site specific issue concerning the level or 

otherwise of detail to support a listing. I do not consider that such other provisions 

assist in the determination of the submission.   
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 SUBMISSION 3275.1, REPAIR DEFINITION 

47. The trust submission sought that the definition of “Repair” be amended to include 

provision for building code upgrades necessary to meet relevant standards as part of 

the repaired area. This would return the wording to the status quo as contained in the 

Operative Plan definition, which allows such upgrades.  

48. The pCRDP definition and permitted activity rule permits replacement or mending of 

damaged elements, including materials which resemble the form, appearance and 

profile of the heritage fabric as closely as possible. Such new work will often require 

building consents, and will therefore be required to comply with relevant building code 

standards  

49. I have been involved in advice and resource consents for post-Earthquake repair of 

the Arts Centre buildings since 2012, which has been mostly undertaken under the 

operative plan rules as amended by the Central City Recovery Plan.  Repair projects 

have often included minor building code upgrades as part of the work, necessary to 

meet Building Act requirements. These upgrades have up to now been accepted by 

Council Heritage Consents staff as being permitted under the operative plan 

definition, and I am unaware of any significant issues or concerns arising as a result 

of such works.  

50. I note that the repair provision only relates to replacement or mending of decayed or 

damaged items of heritage fabric – therefore the exclusion sought would only apply in 

limited situations, and would not authorise other building code upgrades that are not 

related to the repair work. 

51. Exclusion of this provision from the definition will preclude many repair works from 

being carried out as permitted activities, resulting in unnecessary additional resource 

consents and compliance costs, which in the case of a major repair project such as 

the Arts Centre earthquake damage repairs would impose significant additional costs 

and delays. It would also impinge on the ongoing maintenance and repair of heritage 

buildings in general across the City. I consider this would be contrary to the 

Statement of Expectations. 

52. Ms Wykes has discussed in her evidence the inclusion of building code upgrades in 

respect of reconstruction activities only – and not the repair definition. However in the 

case of reconstruction, the overall activity is proposed to be controlled, therefore this 

is a different circumstance to the more limited provision for repairs. 
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53. Ms Rachlin has further discussed the “Repairs” definition in her para 16.22 – 16.24, 

and has proposed amendments in relation to submissions by the Crown. However 

she has mistakenly understood other submissions including the Trusts as relating to 

reconstruction activities, and has recommended no further changes.  

54. This is not the case. The Trust’s submission is specific to the definition of “Repair” 

only, and has more limited scope and application, as I have outlined above. The 

potential scope of upgrades will be limited, as it is still primarily required to relate to 

an area being repaired and cannot authorise other upgrade works.  

55. For the reasons I have outlined above, I consider that the definition of repair should 

be amended to enable building code upgrades as part of repair works. 

SUBMISSION 3275.3, RECONSTRUCTION 

56. The Trusts submission sought that permitted activity rule 9.3.2.1 be amended by 

adding a new clause permitting reconstruction resulting from the 2010/11 Canterbury 

Earthquakes until December 2018.  This would effectively extend the existing 

provisions contained in the operative plan.  

57. The operative City Plan includes a provision applying to the Central City only, 

permitting reconstruction of buildings damaged by the Canterbury Earthquakes. The 

rule was inserted by the Minister for Earthquake Recovery by way of the Central City 

Recovery Plan (CCRP) in 2012, and has greatly assisted the Arts Centre in 

undertaking earthquake recovery by facilitating the rebuild and repair of buildings. In 

my experience with advising the Arts Centre on repairs and resource consents since 

2012, I am unaware of the present provision permitting reconstruction posing 

significant issues arising from compliance or adverse effects on heritage values. It 

has greatly reduced reliance on resource consents in some cases.  

58. I also note that the present rule is quite limited in its application. It only applies to 

reconstruction within the Central City arising as a result of the earthquakes, therefore 

would not apply to future non-earthquake related projects. The Arts Centre is one of 

the few (and possibly due to the scale of project, the only) Central City repair project 

where the rule applies.    

59. Reconstruction applies in instances where damage is such that some deconstruction 

and subsequent rebuilding of part of a building is necessary to undertake repairs to 

earthquake damaged fabric. In the case of the Arts Centre this often involves removal 
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of damaged or unstable brick or stonework (for example parapets and gables) to a 

solid base for reinstatement. There is limited provision for upgrades or to return 

buildings to an earlier documented form – which can have positive heritage 

outcomes.  

60. It is clear under the existing provisions that any works that go beyond reconstruction 

and repair would require resource consent as alterations, and this has been the 

practise in the Arts Centre project and would continue to be so.  

61. The Arts Centre rebuild program is still ongoing, and will extend well beyond the April 

2016 date, when the existing rules will cease to have effect. The Trust has sought 

that these provisions be carried over into the replacement City Plan for an extended 

period to facilitate this ongoing work. A finite end date has suggested that would 

enable existing recovery works to be completed using the existing provision, thereby 

reducing unnecessary reliance on resource consents. 

62. Ms Wykes has questioned in para 7.8 of her evidence whether the present provisions 

applying in the Central City have had impact on heritage values, as this work has not 

been monitored through the resource consent process. In my involvement with the 

Arts Centre, all repair projects have been subject to regular discussion with Council 

heritage staff through regular meetings and discussions. Permitted reconstruction 

works have often been carried out concurrently with other repair and upgrade projects 

requiring consents. There has been a relatively high level of awareness of 

reconstruction projects being carried out, and to my knowledge there have not been 

significant issues arising as a result of those parts of the works permitted under the 

reconstruction clause. 

63. Ms Wykes has discussed the reconstruction provisions in paras 7.7 – 7.20 of her 

evidence. In general I agree that reconstruction in general should still be a controlled 

activity, as there is a wide range of circumstances where reconstruction may be 

proposed throughout the City.  

64. However, I consider that this should be distinguished from the purpose of the 

provision sought by the Trust, which relates solely to reconstruction related to 

Earthquake Recovery. I also note the requirement of section 14 of the Order in 

Council for decisions on the pRCDP to comply with section 23 of the Canterbury 

Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 as if the panel were making a decision under 

Schedule 1 of the RMA. 
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65. The present reconstruction provision was inserted as a direct consequence of the 

CCRP, in order to give effect to the recovery plan. I consider that the same reason 

still applies to the requested carrying over of the provision into the pRCDP. I also 

suggest that the requested rule could be further modified to refer to the Central City 

only, so as to reduce the scope of the rule to align with the CCRP only. My suggested 

amended wording is: 

“P8 – Reconstruction within the Central City resulting from the 2010/11 

Canterbury Earthquakes until 31 December 2018” 

SUBMISSIONS 3275.4-5, TEMPORARY STRUCTURES 

66. The Trust submissions seek amendment to rule 9.3.2.1 – P5 to broaden the range of 

temporary structures for events permitted within heritage settings. The notified 

proposal permits only Marquees or Containers, but does not permit other structures 

associated with temporary events. 

67. The Arts Centre often hosts temporary events involving structures within their 

respective heritage settings, including craft markets, temporary shelters, ticket 

booths, displays and performance artists such as the Buskers Festival, open air 

cinema, drama productions and Summertimes events, which would not be permitted 

under the present rule, despite having similar or lesser impact to permitted structures. 

68. This issue was discussed at mediation which I attended on 18 November. It was 

generally agreed that specific reference to the type of temporary structure should be 

unnecessary provided that the condition requiring removal following an event is 

complied with. I also note that the rule only permits temporary structures within 

settings – it does not permit temporary structures that are fixed to or may otherwise 

damage heritage fabric. That would be by definition an alteration which would require 

resource consent. Accordingly I consider that there are sufficient safeguards within 

the rules that enable the range of temporary event structures to be broadened without 

risking heritage items. 

69. Ms Wykes and Ms Rachlin have both addressed this issue and agree that the rule 

(and also similar rule P4 relating to Heritage Open Spaces) should be amended to 

replace the reference to “marquees and containers” with “temporary buildings and 

structures”. 
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70. For the reasons outlined above I concur with their conclusions and Ms Rachlin’s 

recommended wording.  

SUBMISSION 3275.6, SIGNS  

71. The Trust submissions on the signs rules sought an increase in permitted signage for 

cultural and tourism related activities within the Central City – the pCRDP provision of 

0.5m2 within a setting was considered to be inadequate and penalises larger sites, 

particularly sites such as the Arts Centre with multiple buildings and road frontages. 

72. The proposed signs rules were usefully discussed in detail in mediation on 18 

November, and a specific targeted mediation on 9 December 2015. As a result of the 

mediation, significant changes were agreed that essentially satisfy the points raised in 

the submissions, as discussed by Ms Wykes and Ms Rachlin.  

73. Agreed outcomes included: 

 Increased reliance on signs rules in General Chapter 6, resulting in signs 

provisions proportionate to the zone in which the site is located. 

 Increase in permitted sign area for interpretive signage to 1.2m2. 

 Increase in permitted sign area within settings proportionate to road frontage 

length to allow increased signage on larger sites, including increase in maximum 

sign area to 2m2. 

 Standards relating to method of fixture of signs to heritage items to avoid damage. 

 Removal of reference to illuminated signs (as this is dealt with in Chapter 6). 

74. I have read the discussion and suggested amended rule P6 appended in Ms 

Rachlin’s evidence, and agree that it reflects the agreements reached in mediation, 

and will result in improved signs rules. It includes accepting in full the relief sought by 

the Arts Centre, as well as additional amendments.  

75. Reliance on Chapter 6 provisions will mean that exemptions  contained in Chapter 6 

relating to Building Act required signage, traffic and directional signage, temporary 

signage, etc will apply to heritage buildings also. This will assist the Arts Centre in the 

provision of require Building Act related signage throughout the campus. 
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76. I also agree that the new proposed provision for interpretive signage will assist the 

Arts Centre in providing for information signage within its site.  

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS FS5016 

77. I briefly discuss further some submissions lodged by the Trust as follows (note I have 

not discussed further submissions of a general nature.): 

FS5016.1 – Works within a heritage setting (Christs College 3212.15) 

78. The Trust supported requested amendments to rule 9.3.3.2.1 (P7) relating to the 

status of activities within heritage settings.  

79. During mediation it was agreed that the rule should be deleted in its entirety as it is 

unnecessary. Under s9 of the RMA, an activity is permitted unless controlled by a rule 

in a plan – accordingly if the rule is deleted, activities within a heritage setting will be 

permitted unless otherwise specified as controlled, restricted discretionary, 

discretionary or non-complying activities elsewhere in the heritage rules.  

80. I agree that because of this, specific listing of permitted activities in rule P7 is 

unnecessary, and I support its recommended deletion as contained in Ms Rachlin’s 

evidence. 

FS5016.2 – Non-Notification (Heritage New Zealand 3674.31) 

81. The Trust opposed the Heritage New Zealand submission which proposed replacing 

the word “will” with “may” in rule 9.3.3.2.5 dealing with non-notification of certain 

applications.  

82. The amendment would result in uncertainty, as the rules referred all relate to minor 

applications, where the Plan intends that they be dealt with on a non-notified basis. 

Use of the word may would introduce a discretion that would nullify the intent of the 

rule, meaning that full discretion on non-notification (as is already generally provided 

by s.95 of the Act) would apply. 

83. I concur with Ms Rachlin’s discussion and recommendation that the submission be 

rejected. 

84. I note that her recommendation also includes further amendment to the rule as a 

result of other submissions, but this does not impact on the Trust concerns. 
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FS5016.3/4/24/25 – Partial Demolition (Heritage New Zealand 3674.32/33/96/97_ 

85. The Trust supported Heritage New Zealand’s request that provision be made for 

partial demolition of buildings as a discretionary activity, in cases where part of a 

building has been irreparably damaged. At present this would require resource 

consent as a non-complying activity in the case of Group 1 buildings. 

86. I note Ms Rachlin’s discussion on this matter, in which she recommends rejecting the 

submission. 

87. I note in her discussion that partial demolition is already included in the definition of 

“alteration” which is a discretionary activity. I also note that deconstruction as part of 

reconstruction works would fall within that category.  

88. On this basis I agree that change to the rule is unnecessary.  

FS5016.5/6/22/23 – Definitions and Rules relating to Interiors (Heritage New Zealand 

3674.39/42/94/95 

89. The Trust supported Heritage New Zealand submissions seeking a review of 

definitions and rules relating to interiors, and the inclusion of a column in the heritage 

listings identifying interiors protection. 

90. I note the discussion in Ms Rachlin’s evidence which relies on the evidence of 

Amanda Ohs in this regard. Ms Ohs has considered that “Interiors have been 

identified and assessed and are adequately addressed in the Statements of 

Significance, in order to justify the identification and protection of heritage items as 

whole”. 

91. My readings of the Statements of Significance for the Arts Centre, Museum and other 

listed items is that this is often not the case. Most statements are relatively lacking in 

detail of interior features – and are not in my opinion adequately addressed in such a 

way that necessarily justifies protection of items as a whole. I have addressed this in 

more detail in my evidence on behalf of the Canterbury Museum Trust Board 

(Submitter 3351). 

92.  I disagree with Ms Rachlin’s conclusion that the Heritage New Zealand submission 

should be rejected, as I consider that there are cases where separate or partial only 

listing of interiors may be justified.  
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93. The Trust supported submissions seeking review of the definition of “Heritage Fabric” 

and on the basis that the definition is highly subjective and lacks certainty.  

94. I have discussed this in detail in my evidence for the Canterbury Museum Trust Board 

(3351) and refer the Panel to that discussion.  

 

Graham Taylor 

MNZPI 

13 January 2016 

 


