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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 Canterbury Museum Trust Board  (“the Museum”) to 

provide evidence relating to its submissions (3351) and further submissions (FS5018) 

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

District Plan (“pCRDP”), and in particular the listing of the Canterbury Museum 

Buildings (submission points 3351.17-19). I also provide evidence on: 

 Heritage Fabric Definition (3351.8-9 / FS5018.18-19) 

 Temporary Structures within Heritage Settings (3351.11-12) 

 Signs on Heritage Items and within Settings (3351.13-15) 

 Further submissions by the Board 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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DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 

6. 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 3351 / FS5018 (Canterbury Museum Trust Board) 

 Schedule 4 Statement of Expectations – Canterbury Earthquake (Replacement 

District Plan) Order 2014 

 Evidence of Anthony Wright – Director, Canterbury Museum, dated 10 December 

2015 

 Evidence of Jennifer Susan May – Heritage Expert for Canterbury Museum 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 Jacqueline Sarah Hilda Gillies, Conservation Architect, for 

Christchurch City Council, dated 3 December 2015.  

7. I attended mediations on 18 November and 9 December, and also attended an 

inspection of the Museum buildings with Council staff on 29 October 2015.  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

8. The prime concern of the Museum submission is the listing of the non-Mountfort 

buildings on the Museum site as Group 1 listing, which are not listed in the operative 

plan. 
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9. The Museum is opposed to the Statement of Significance listing of the Museum in its 

entirety, when it is in fact a series of separate connected structures.  

10. I agree that the Museum buildings comprise separate structures, and that these 

should be assessed separately as to their significance.  

11. I consider that assessment of the Museum as a single entity results in a skewing of 

the assessment, and an overstatement of the level of significance of some buildings. 

12. There are several examples in the pCRDP of multiple connected buildings within a 

site or complex being listed separately.  

13. There are precedents with the pCRDP of parts of buildings being listed. 

14. There is no reason from a planning perspective why parts of buildings cannot be 

listed separately, provided they can be readily identified in the plan. 

15. The Council Statement of Significance already implicitly treats parts of the buildings 

separately in its assessments. 

16. The statement of significance does not contain a detailed assessment of interior 

features that would support their listing. 

17. I do not consider that the Statement of Significance contains adequate assessment 

that would support listing of the non-Mountfort buildings as highly significant.  

18. I agree that the Statement of Significance supports a lower Group 2 listing of the 

exteriors only of the Roger Duff and Centennial Wings.  

19. I do not consider that there is any assessment that would support listing of the 

1990/95 Museum additions at either level.   

20. Given the above I support the following listings as per the Museum’s revised position: 

 1882 Benjamin Mountfort buildings – Group One (Highly Significant) 

 1955-58 Centennial Wing (Rolleston Avenue Façade only) – Group 2 

(Significant) 

 1977 Roger Duff Wing (Facades only) – Group 2 (Significant) 
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21. The present Heritage Fabric definition is highly subjective, as it requires value 

judgements as to determine whether or not an aspect of an item contributes to 

heritage values, which also requires a further values judgement in its own right.  

22. I consider that the definition leads to uncertainty for users of the plan as to whether 

works on heritage buildings might be permitted, and potentially leads to unnecessary 

resource consents.  

23.  I also agree that the use of conservation plans and/or certification as a means of 

defining heritage fabric, as sought by the Museum submission, has merit, however 

acknowledge it would be difficult to implement due to inconsistency between 

Conservation Plans, and the uncertainty as to methodology and approval processes. I 

agree that this probably means that implementation of conservation plan/certification 

proposals at the present time is not sufficiently developed, however should be 

considered in future.     

24. I consider that amendment to the heritage fabric definition is necessary to clarify that 

fixed and fitted displays and collections in the Museum are not heritage fabric.  

25. I agree with the proposal to amend the rules to provide greater flexibility for temporary 

structures for events within heritage settings. 

26. I agree with Ms Rachlin’s discussion and recommended amended provisions relating 

to signs. 

27. I agree with Ms Rachlin’s recommendations concerning the Museums further 

submissions on works within heritage settings, and non-notification of applications.  

28. I disagree with Ms Rachlin’s conclusion that Heritage New Zealand submissions 

relating to identification of interior features should be rejected.  

SUBMISSIONS 3351.17-19 / FS5018.24, MUSEUM BUILDINGS LISTING   

29. The prime concern raised in the Museum submission and further submission is the 

listing of the buildings that collectively comprise Canterbury Museum.  

30. The existing Canterbury Museum buildings located at 11 Rolleston Avenue comprise 

several connected structures erected between 1872 – 1990. The buildings are 

described in the Statement of Significance and the evidence of Mr Wright. Although 

the buildings are connected, I note from Mr Wright’s evidence that six of the buildings 
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are each readily identifiable with separate defined foundations and structure. They 

have been designed as separate connected elements rather than as one building. 

Appendix A to Ms May’s  evidence details the various stages of the Museum’s 

growth.  

31. The distinction between buildings is noted in the expert evidence of Ms May, who 

does not support the Council’s proposed listing of the Museum buildings as a single 

entity. The treatment of the Museum buildings as one item is the main point of 

difference between the Council and Ms May’s approaches.  

32. For the purpose of the submission discussion, I have described the buildings in two 

groups, being: 

 19th Century (1872 – 1877) “Mountfort” buildings; and 

 Later 20th century “non-Mountfort” buildings comprising: 

- 1958 Centennial Wing 

- 1977 Roger Duff Wing 

- 1990 roof additions 

- 1995 garden court additions  

33. The Mountfort buildings are presently listed as Group 1 Heritage items in the 

Operative City Plan, and are also listed as Category One buildings by Heritage New 

Zealand. The non-Mountfort buildings are not presently listed in the Operative Plan, 

nor by Heritage New Zealand. 

34. The proposed Replacement Plan groups the whole of the Museum buildings under 

one listing as a Group 1 (Highly Significant) Heritage Item.   

35. The Museum has opposed the inclusion of the “non-Mountfort” buildings in the listing, 

and seeks that this be deleted. It is not opposed to the highly significant listing of the 

original 19th Century Mountfort buildings. I also note from Mr Wright’s evidence that 

the Museum has revised its position, and would support partial listing as “Group 2 – 

Significant” of some parts of the non-Mountfort buildings comprising: 

 1958 Centennial Wing (Rolleston Avenue) Façade; and 
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 1975 Roger Duff Wing South and part West Facades. 

36. This would not include the 1990 or 1995 additions, which have little heritage value. 

37. The evidence of Ms May supports the separate listing of the Centennial Wing and 

Roger Duff Wing (Façade only) at a lower Group 2 level. I note that this differs from 

the Museum’s position in relation to the Centennial wing listing.  She has not 

recommended inclusion of the 1990’s additions. She also considers that the Museum 

interior has been so altered over time that the Centennial and Duff wings now only 

contain remnants of their original interior form and fabric.  

38. I am reliant on the evidence of Mr Wright and Ms May in this matter. 

39. Mr Wright describes the implications of listing of the non-Mountfort buildings on the 

operation and potential future development of the Museum. In particular I note: 

 Structurally the Museum comprises a collection of individual connected buildings 

– it is not one building.  

 The Museum buildings have been subject to significant internal alterations and 

redevelopment, including intrusive earthquake strengthening and replacement of 

most internal heritage features in the 19th Century buildings with modern 

materials. 

 Intangible cultural and social significance is demonstrated in the Museum’s 

continuing operation on the site – however the main cultural significance is in the 

operation of the museum itself as an institution. It is agreed that the buildings, and 

in particular the Mountfort buildings also have significance, however their cultural 

significance is secondary to the museum collections.  

 Continued change and adaptation of the museum buildings has been a key 

feature of the Museum history and development, and is necessary to meet 

modern museological purposes. The present buildings are only a present day 

snapshot of this process.  

 The non-Mountfort buildings do not reflect the changing cultural function of the 

museum – they merely reflect various responses to changing building 

requirements – often also compromised by budget and design.  
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 Beyond the facades, the non-Mountfort buildings do not exhibit architectural, 

aesthetic, technological or craftsmanship significance. I agree there is nothing 

unusual or special about the design or construction of the buildings that would set 

them apart from any other buildings of their respective eras. 

 The Museum buildings have high contextual significance due to their relationship 

to Rolleston Avenue, the Botanic Gardens and the Christs College / Arts Centre 

buildings. I consider that this significance is limited to the visible facades only, and 

also note that the pCRDP also includes separate controls relating to this in the 

Open Space (Community Park) zone rules - some of the contextual significance is 

non-heritage related.  

 The non-Mountfort buildings do not exhibit archaeological significance. In 

particular I note that the buildings are post 1900 and therefore by definition are not 

archaeological sites.  

 The present twentieth century buildings are in poor repair and structural materials 

are near the end of their useful life, which has been exacerbated by the 

Canterbury Earthquakes. They have inadequate storage and visitor facilities and 

environmental conditions for its collections. The state of the buildings is now the 

greatest threat to the museum collections. 

 The nature of the buildings do not allow for necessary environmental control for 

display and storage of collections and do not meet accepted international 

standards. Collections are deteriorating due to poor conditions. 

 Whilst the buildings meet the 67% Building Code standards for public safety, this 

does not provide adequate protection of the collections themselves from 

earthquake damage and risk.  

 The Museum is considering major building upgraded to meet future requirements, 

including costly base isolation of the site. This may not be viable if it were required 

to retain the twentieth century buildings.   

 Mr Wright expresses the Museum concern that the listing of the non-Mountfort 

buildings as highly significant is both unjustified in terms of their heritage value, 

and will unnecessarily inhibit the ability for the Museum to adapt and develop its 

site and buildings to meet current and future needs. 
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40. Ms May has reviewed the proposed Statement of Significance, and the Council 

evidence of Dr McEwan.   

41. Ms May agrees with the Council’s methodology for assessing heritage significance. 

Where she differs is in the application of the methodology to the Museum as a single 

listing, rather than consideration of the component parts, as detailed in her evidence. 

She does not consider that the listing evaluates the distinctions found within a 

complex of multiple buildings and extension of varying ages, uses, styles, social and 

architectural history and quality. In her assessment she considers that a detailed 

assessment and comparative analysis would show a range of values that would 

clearly distinguish the Duff and Centennial Buildings / extensions as of lesser heritage 

value.  

42. She points to examples of other heritage listings in the pCRDP where parts of 

buildings have been listed and/or multiple connected buildings have been given 

separate listings. 

43. She also considers that the not inconsiderable change over time to the Museum 

interiors, reflecting different eras, practices and needs that are not necessarily 

sympathetic to the heritage values, and should be reflected in the level of listing.   

44. Ms May also notes that contrary to the evidence of Ms Ohs, the Statement of 

Significance for the Museum buildings does not reflect a thorough assessment of 

interior features in terms of the listing methodology.  

45. I have reviewed the statement of significance with reference to Ms May’s evidence, 

and also that of Dr McEwan for the Council. I agree with Ms May and do not consider 

that the statement justifies the inclusion of the entire Museum complex as a single 

item with High Significance. I also consider that listing of internal features in the 

Centennial and Duff Wings is not justified. I consider that the following supports my 

opinion.  

46. Firstly, the Statement of Significance and Dr McEwan’s evidence is predicated on the 

principle that items should be treated in their entirety – and have treated the Museum 

as one entity. The issue is whether or not the Museum is in fact a single entity, or is a 

series of separate identifiable structures with different levels of heritage value. 

47. As detailed by Mr Wright and Ms May, the Museum buildings in fact comprise a series 

of connected buildings constructed over time. As I will detail later, I consider that the 
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statement of significance clearly differentiates between different parts of the buildings, 

such that it cannot support high significance for all of the component parts. I do not 

consider that the assessments justify Group 1 status for the non-Mountfort buildings.  

48. On the contrary, I consider that the treatment of the buildings as one entity leads to 

features of little or no significance being “tarred with the brush” of other highly 

significant items, despite there being no direct association and/or heritage values 

being attributable to particular items only. This leads to unnecessary high listing of 

less significant items. 

49. From a planning perspective, I can see no reason why the buildings cannot be 

separated into component parts for the purpose of listing. In the case of the museum, 

the non-Mountfort buildings are readily identifiable, and able to be clearly and 

separately defined on a plan, as detailed by Ms May.  

50. I am aware of several examples in the Plan where connected buildings or complexes 

of buildings have been separately listed. In particular, I am involved in providing 

planning advice to the Christchurch Arts Centre, which comprises 24 separate listed 

items within the complex. Most of these buildings are connected and linked to other 

buildings, reflecting different stages of the former University development. The former 

Electrical Engineering, Mechanical Engineering, Clocktower, College Hall, Classics, 

West Lecture, Girls High, Arcades and Library buildings are all connected, but are 

listed separately.  

51. Similarly, as detailed by Ms May, connected buildings at Christs College are also 

separately listed, with different significance groupings applying to different parts.  

52. I consider that given the evidence of Mr Wright and Ms May, the Museum building 

components can and should be treated separately, and there is ample precedent 

within the pCRDP to do so. 

53. I also consider that the limiting of listing to specific parts or features only is justified, 

where there is a clearly distinguishable difference in heritage values. I particular I do 

not consider that the statement of significance contains sufficient justification for 

listing of the interior features of the Centennial and Duff Wings. It is virtually silent on 

the matter.  

54. I note the evidence of Ms May which identifies the precedent already set in the 

pCRDP for partial listings in terms of the Beath’s Department Store building. Ms Ohs 
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has rebutted this, by stating that this is an exception agreed to by Council. With 

respect this is not a reason – it reflects an inconsistent approach being followed. 

Clearly, for whatever reason there is precedent within the plan for listing of specific 

features only, breaking from the “one entity” philosophy.  

55. I consider that despite the overall listing, the Statement of Significance already treats 

the Mountfort and non-Mountfort buildings separately, and supports the separation of 

the listing into parts. In particular I note the following: 

Historical and Social Significance 

56. The statement of significance assessment contains a factual narrative of the Museum 

building development – but does not in itself explain how this is significant, highly 

significant, or otherwise. It does not mention the considerable internal alterations and 

modifications carried out to the buildings over time. There is only a passing reference 

to the 1990’s additions, and no assessment of their significance.  

Cultural and Spiritual Significance  

57. I acknowledge that the Museum has historical and social significance as an 

institution, and due to the significance of the collections it holds. However as detailed 

by Mr Wright, the cultural value lies predominantly in the collections and displays – 

not in the built items themselves. He makes the point that if the Museum were to 

move, the cultural significance of the collections would not remain.   

58. The overall assessment statement also focusses only on the cultural significance of 

the collections and reflection of changing cultural function of museums over time.  

59. The District Plan does not purport to control the content of the museum and its 

collections, nor should it. In this context I question whether reference to the cultural 

significance of the institution and collections is a relevant consideration for the 

statement of significance.   

Architectural and Aesthetic Significance 

60. The assessment places emphasis on the significance of the Mountfort Gothic Revival 

buildings as having architectural significance due to association with Mountfort. 

References to the twentieth century buildings are limited to external design features, 

including the design and materials of the Rolleston Avenue façade of the Centennial 
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Wing to reinterpret the design features of Mountforts façade, and the exterior wall 

treatment of the Duff Wing. The overall significance assessment considers these 

differently as having value for reflecting changing needs of the museum over time and 

changes in architectural taste.  

61. Ms May agrees that these elements are significant and listing is justified.  

62. The assessment of other components of the non-Mountfort buildings (1990’s 

additions) is limited to a factual narrative of their design, but does not attribute any 

value to them. Likewise there is no identification or assessment of interior features, 

and no value attributed to them.  

63. The overall assessment of architectural significance discusses the Mountfort and 

1950s/70s additions only, albeit as having different values. There is no significance 

assessment at all for the 1990’s additions.  

64. I consider that the above reinforces my opinion that the statement of significance 

already implicitly separates the buildings into separate entities. 

Technological and Craftsmanship Significance 

65. The assessment is almost solely based on the 19th century Mountfort buildings, due to 

the ability to reveal 19th century masonry construction methodologies, materials and 

Gothic Revival detailing. There is reference to “later construction methods and 

materials employed in the twentieth century structural upgrade” however I read this to 

mean the upgrade of the Mountfort buildings only. 

66. The assessment does not mention any of the twentieth century buildings at all, 

neither does it discuss interiors. The conclusion must therefore be that these are not 

regarded to have any technological or craftsmanship significance – let alone high 

significance.  

67. I consider that the assessment clearly distinguishes between the Mountfort and non-

Mountfort buildings, which supports my contention that these should be assessed and 

listed separately. 

Contextual Significance 

68. I agree that the Museum buildings have contextual significance as part of the group of 

buildings comprising the Museum, Arts Centre and Christs College. However, I 
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consider that this significance is limited to the setting and facades only, and would be 

protected by the listing of facades. 

69. I also consider that contextual significance is not wholly a heritage issue. The 

Museum and Art Gallery sites are contained in the Open Space (Community Park) 

zone which includes specific provisions dealing with the effects of the development of 

these sites in the context of the Botanic Gardens setting. 

Archaeological and Scientific Significance 

70. The assessment attributes archaeological significance relating to past building 

construction methods and materials and human activity on the site, including that 

prior to 1900. I agree that the pre-1900 Mountfort Buildings have archaeological 

significance, and that there is potential for the ground under the twentieth century 

buildings to contain archaeological remains.  

71. However this cannot be said of the twentieth century buildings themselves, which by 

definition are not archaeological features.  

Overall conclusions on heritage significance and listing 

72. Overall, I consider that the statement of significance already makes clear distinction 

between the importance and attributes of the Mountfort and non-Mountfort buildings, 

and assesses different parts of the buildings separately. There is also little reference 

to interior features – certainly not such that would lead to a highly significant rating. 

73. I do not consider that the assessment supports listing of all of the Museum buildings 

as a single entity, nor as a highly significant item. In particular there is little or no 

assessment of interior fabric or of the 1990’s additions that would meet the tests of 

significance. The assessment of the Duff and Centennial wings concentrates on their 

architectural and contextual significance which relates to matters of external features.  

74. For these reasons I support the alternative relief sought by the Museum, being: 

 1870-1882 Benjamin Mountfort buildings – Group One (Highly Significant) 

 1955-58 Centennial Wing (Rolleston Avenue Façade only) – Group 2 

(Significant) 

 1977 Roger Duff Wing (Facades only) – Group 2 (Significant) 
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75. I do not consider that listing of the 1990 / 95 additions or the interior of the Centennial 

or Roger Duff wings is justified by the Statement of Significance, and these should be 

unlisted.  

76. I acknowledge that my conclusion above differs from that of Ms May in respect of the 

Centennial Wing, in that she would support the listing of this building in its entirety as 

a Group 2 Item, as opposed to the Façade only. However I also note her comments in 

para 6.4 of her evidence concerning the listing of interiors. She considers that in order 

to list interiors a thorough assessment of the interior should be undertaken. She has 

also discussed this in para 6.6 Ms Ohs evidence on interior features, where she 

considers that not all interior fabric is necessarily heritage fabric or of value, and 

argues that this is the case for the Centennial Wing. In para 6.7 Ms May states that 

the interior of the Centennial Wing now contains, other than structural load bearing 

walls, only remnants of original interior form and fabric.   

77. Bearing these comments in mind, my reading of the Statement of Significance is that 

almost no information or assessment is contained in it to establish heritage 

significance of the interior of the Centennial wing. Without such supporting detail, it is 

difficult to conclude that the listing threshold is met.  

78. The above discussion is limited to discussion of the Statement of Significance only as 

this is the methodology adopted in the preparation of the pCRDP to review and 

establish heritage listings, as contained in the s.32 Heritage Technical Report. I note 

that both Ms May and Dr McEwan agree that the general assessment methodology is 

appropriate in their capacity as heritage experts, and I rely on that advice. 

Non-Heritage Considerations  

79. I also note that there are other considerations that sit outside of the assessment 

methodology, which may not be relevant from a heritage context, but the Panel may 

consider as RMA considerations when deciding whether provisions should be 

included in the Plan.  

80. Mr Wright has discussed the potential impact on the Museum of listing of the whole of 

the Museum buildings as one highly significant entity.  He has discussed the ongoing 

difficulty in maintaining the buildings and the safety of the collections in them.  The 

buildings do not meet modern museological standards, and some nationally and 

internationally significant collections are already deteriorating due to inadequate 



 

Submitter 3351 – Canterbury Museum Trust Board - Planning Evidence, G Taylor Page 15/24 

storage and display conditions. He states that the buildings themselves are the 

biggest threat to the collections.  

81. He has advised that it is inevitable that the Museum will need to adapt its site in the 

near future, primarily to protect the collections, and also to be able to meet modern 

Museum visitor standards and expectations.   

82. Seismic upgrade is also necessary to protect the collections from earthquake damage 

and loss – whilst the 67% building code standard might protect people, a higher 

standard is necessary to protect the collections. Such upgrade comes at a huge cost, 

which Mr Wright has advised would not be viable with the existing building stock.  

83. I acknowledge that the present Museum buildings tell a history of the Museum 

development, however this is only a snapshot of its development at this stage in time. 

From Mr Wright’s evidence it is apparent that this development is an evolutionary 

process, and the Museum is entering a stage where it is likely to have to enter a new 

stage of this continued process to continue to develop and function.  

84. I consider that the listing of the Museum in its entirety as a single group 1 item will 

hinder the Museum’s ability to continue to develop and function on the site. It will 

place an unjustified high threshold on any future resource consent application for 

Museum redevelopment. Even at a day to day level the listing will result in increased 

and unnecessary reliance on resource consents for what may be relatively minor 

development and alterations to the buildings. This is potentially contrary to Objective 

3.3.2 of the confirmed Strategic Directions Chapter and the Statement of 

Expectations, which both seek to reduce reliance on resource consents.   

85. I do not consider that the non-Mountfort buildings and in particular their interiors have 

such heritage significance that is necessary to place Group 1 status on them give 

effect to the purpose of the Act in section 5, or to protect historic heritage from 

inappropriate use or development in terms of section 6(f).  

86. On the contrary I consider that unnecessary listing may impede the ability of the 

Museum to meet and provide for the social and cultural needs of the Canterbury and 

wider community by compromising the future development of the Museum and the 

need to protect its greatest cultural treasures, being the collections themselves. 

87. I also note the importance of the Museum as a cultural and tourism institution, of high 

importance to the people of Christchurch and Canterbury. As one of the few presently 
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remaining and operational institutions in the post-earthquake CBD, and is an 

important contributor to the recovery process, it is important that it be able to continue 

to meet the community’s longer term needs for social and cultural wellbeing, to meet 

Objective 3.3.1 - Enabling recovery and facilitating the future enhancement of the 

district. 

88. I have also considered the Museum listing against the proposed Heritage objectives 

and policies of the pCRDP. I acknowledge that these are still subject to the present 

hearings and future decisions, therefore may be subject to change, however it is 

important that the final decision of the Panel aligns with the decided objectives and 

policies. In my assessment I refer to the latest “red-line” version contained in Ms 

Rachlin’s report as being the most up to date proposal. 

89. I note that Proposed Policy 9.3.2.1 relates to Heritage Item assessment and 

identification. Part b of the policy refers to assessment of places for high significance 

based on whether they have: 

i. A high degree of authenticity (based on physical and documentary evidence); 

and 

ii. A high degree of integrity (particularly whole or intact heritage fabric and 

values; and 

iii. Have a high overall significance to the district, or beyond the district because 

they: 

A. convey important aspects of the districts contextual development; 

and 

B. because of their important contribution to district sense of place 

and identity” 

90. Based on my previous discussion on the statements of significance, I do not consider 

that the non-Mountfort buildings demonstrate the high standards of significance 

required by the policy. 

91. Proposed Policy 9.3.2.7 relates to Ongoing, Viable Use of Heritage Items and 

Heritage Settings. It recognises the need to provide for the ongoing use, adaptive 

reuse and economic viability of heritage items and heritage settings. I consider that 

unnecessary listing of parts of buildings with little or low heritage significance is likely 
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to hinder ongoing use and development of the Museum site and buildings and would 

be inconsistent with this policy. 

 

SUBMISSIONS 3351.8-9 / FS5016.18-19, HERITAGE FABRIC DEFINITION 

92. The Museum submission seeks that the definition of “Heritage Fabric” be amended 

to: 

 Enable identification of heritage fabric through the use of approved Conservation 

Plans; and 

 Remove reference to later material; and 

 Exclude fixed or fitted museum and artwork exhibitions and displays from the 

definition. 

93. I have read the discussion on these matters in the Council evidence of Jacqueline 

Gillies and Caroline Rachlin. I also attended mediation sessions on 18 November 

where the subjects of certification and conservation plans were discussed.  

94. Both Ms Gillies and Ms Rachlin agree that the concept of using conservation plans 

has merit. I note Ms Rachlin’s comments that this has the potential to reduce 

regulatory processes and could be applied to matters including confirmation of the 

extent of heritage fabric. This would be consistent with the outcome sought in the 

Museum submission. 

95. However I also note the subsequent discussion in her evidence, which reflects the 

outcomes of the 18 November mediation. Ms Rachlin has expressed concern that the 

use of conservation plans at this stage would be difficult due to the lack of developed 

detail for such a proposal. This relates to issues of scope, and consistency and 

uncertainty as to methods of certification, content and preparation of conservation 

plans, approval and roles of certifiers, and cost. It was noted in mediation that there is 

no current consistent standard for preparation of Conservation Plans in New Zealand 

– therefore the quality and content of plans as a means of identifying heritage fabric 

cannot be guaranteed.  

96. I agree that at this stage, the drafting of suitable rules for the consistent preparation of 

conservation plans for the purpose of the District Plan, and their subsequent use as a 
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means to define heritage fabric poses difficulty, and is likely beyond the scope of the 

present submission and hearing process. I acknowledge that Council staff and 

professionals involved in the mediation process were however generally supportive of 

the concept and they considered that there is merit in this matter being taken up in 

future.  

97. However, the above discussion also reinforces the issues raised in the Museum 

submission concerning the present proposed definition. The general sentiment that 

use of conservation plans could be applied to assist in confirming the extent of 

heritage fabric in my opinion indicates an implicit acknowledgement that the present 

definition is imprecise, and lacks certainty. 

98. I consider the present definition to be highly subjective, resulting in uncertainty for 

users of the plan. It is reliant on a value judgement as to whether an aspect of a 

heritage item contributes to its heritage values. This in turn requires a further 

subjective judgement as to what “heritage values” are. The definition of heritage 

values is very wide. It includes tangible and intangible attributes. Whilst heritage 

values are by definition limited to those which “contribute to the significance of a 

heritage item” this in itself is subjective, and the Statements of Significance for 

individual items do not contain this level of detail.  

99. Ms Ohs discussed the definition in para 5.14 of her rebuttal evidence, and considers 

that the definition is sufficiently clear, based on above qualification that it must 

contribute to heritage values. I do not consider this to be so clear cut.  

100. I note that Ms Gillies evidence also highlights the importance of the definition, 

stating in para 4.32 “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”.   

101. The term Heritage Fabric is used throughout the pCRDP heritage rules and 

definitions, and is a key determinant of whether or not resource consents are required 

for works on heritage buildings. In particular it forms part of the definition of 

“alteration”.  

102. The implication of an unclear definition is that building owners will often find it near 

impossible to determine whether resource consent is required for any works, leading 

to unnecessary costs and resource consents. The reverse is also likely to be true, 

whereby owners may undertake works on a building in the belief that they are not 
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affecting Heritage Fabric – leading to potential damage to heritage fabric and/or 

enforcement action.  

103. I am not a heritage expert, but even as an experienced planner I would not feel 

confident advising a client whether or not a particular proposal might impact on 

heritage fabric or not. I would not expect a member of the general public to be able to 

apply the rule. Ms Ohs evidence suggests that this is resolved by the ability to access 

Council heritage and property files, including any existing conservation plans, along 

with information from site visits to inform resource consents – my point is that this 

level of subjective assessment should not be necessary to ascertain compliance with 

a rule. 

104. In my opinion the present definition is inconsistent with fundamental principles of 

District Plan rule drafting whereby rules should: 

 Be clear and unambiguous. 

 Have legal certainty. 

 Not require subjective or value judgements. 

105. I also consider that the definition may also be contrary to the Statement of 

Expectations, in that it may increase rather than reduce reliance on resource consent 

processes, and it does not use clear, concise language that is easy to use. 

106. I acknowledge that there are significant difficulties in defining heritage fabric in a 

non-subjective manner without specifically identifying every feature of a building or 

item - which I agree with Ms Ohs would be impracticable. Some compromise is 

therefore likely to be necessary to achieve a workable solution, although I 

acknowledge that this may be not be achievable within the scope of the present 

submissions and hearings, and it may be necessary to make the best of what we 

have. 

107. This matter may be able to progressed further through other submissions, and in 

particular the Heritage New Zealand submissions on interior features. I consider that 

much of the uncertainty concerning heritage fabric identification is likely to arise in 

terms of internal features, where buildings may have been modified over time to meet 

changing needs. It may be possible through those submissions to further refine 

identification of internal features and reduce uncertainty. 
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108. One specific issue raised in the Museum submission is the treatment of fixtures 

and fittings as heritage fabric – the submission seeks exclusion of Museum and 

artwork exhibitions and displays to provide certainty that these are not considered 

heritage fabric. 

109. The Museum contains several fixed and fitted displays and collections. These 

include large fixed display cabinets, cases, dioramas and exhibits such as the Early 

Christchurch Street, Maori History and Bird Hall Dioramas. Some of these occupy 

entire rooms or wings, and have been features of the museum for several years such 

that some may regard them as being permanent features. Under the present 

definition these could be argued as comprising Heritage Features having heritage 

value due to their forming part of the social and cultural significance of the Museum, 

meaning the Museum would be unable to alter them without obtaining resource 

consent. This would seriously hinder the Museum’s ability to properly function and 

adapt as a modern museum – effectively creating a museum of the museum.  

110. I cannot find any reference to the Museum submission in the Council evidence, 

although there is discussion on provisions contained within the same rule relating to 

moveable interior content, arising from Church Property Trustees submissions. Ms 

Ohs and Ms Gillies both agree that it is not appropriate to regulate moveable contents 

in the plan, and have recommended that references to items such as church fonts, 

lecterns or pews should be deleted.  Ms Ohs also notes that in some cases such 

items are often fixed, albeit moveable.  

111. I consider that a similar issue arises with the Museum submission – although in the 

case of some major in-built displays, the degree of fixing is greater than that of 

furniture items discussed in the Church Property Trustees submission. I consider 

there is a greater uncertainty as to status, justifying the need for clarification as 

sought in the submission.  

112. For this reason I consider that the amendment sought to the definition to exclude 

museum and artwork exhibitions and displays from fixtures or fittings should be 

accepted. 

SUBMISSIONS 3351.11-12, TEMPORARY STRUCTURES 

113. The Museum submissions seek amendment to rule 9.3.2.1 – P5 to broaden the 

range of temporary structures for events permitted within heritage settings. The 
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notified proposal permits only Marquees or Containers, but does not permit other 

structures associated with temporary events. 

114. The Museum and the nearby Arts Centre often hosts temporary events involving 

structures within their respective heritage settings, including temporary shelters, ticket 

booths, displays and performance artists, which would not be permitted under the 

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

115. 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. 

116. Ms Rachlin has addressed this issue in paragraphs 13.49 – 13.53 of her evidence 

and agrees 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”. 

117. For the reasons outlined above I concur with her conclusion and recommended 

wording.  

SUBMISSIONS 3351.13 – 15, SIGNS  

118. The Museum submissions on the signs rules sought three outcomes being: 

 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; and 

 Rules not to apply to traffic signs and other approved signs within road reserve; 

and 

 Amendment to reference to illuminated signs to only apply to “intermittent” 

illumination. 
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119. 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 Rachlin.  

120. 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). 

121. 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. In relation to the Museum submission points I 

note the following. 

122. 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 addresses the Museum 

concern regarding signs in the Rolleston Avenue road reserve. 

123. The Chapter 6 provisions also contain provisions dealing with flashing and 

intermittently illuminated signs – deletion of the reference to illuminated signs from the 

heritage rule satisfies the Museum submission. 

124. The proposed increased sign provision for heritage settings based on road 

frontage is less than sought in the Museum submission, but is still a significant 

increase over the original rule. Most of the Museum setting is road reserve under the 

control of the Council, therefore I acknowledge that any signage in this area will 

always require Council approval in its capacity as road authority in any case. 
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125. What is more significant in the case of the museum is the proposed deletion of the 

0.2m2 limit for signs on heritage items, to be replaced by reliance on the general 

Chapter 6 rules. I agree that this will provide an improved outcome that meets the 

primary concern of the Museum submissions. 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS FS5018 

126. I briefly discuss further some submissions lodged by the Museum as follows (note 

I have not discussed further submissions of a general nature): 

FS5018.1 – Works within a heritage setting (Christs College 3212.15) 

127. The Museum supported requested amendments to rule 9.3.3.2.1 (P7) relating to 

the status of activities within heritage settings.  

128. 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.  

129. 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. 

FS5018.2 – Non-Notification (Heritage New Zealand 3674.31) 

130. The Museum 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.  

131. 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. 

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

rejected. 
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133. 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 Museum concerns. 

FS5018.3/4/20/21 – Definitions and Rules relating to Interiors (Heritage New Zealand 

3674.39/42/94/95) 

134. The Museum 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. 

135. This issue also aligns with the concerns I have discussed earlier concerning the 

definition of heritage fabric, and the inherent difficulty in determining what building 

features are covered by rules – in particular this is most relevant to internal features, 

where modification to heritage fabric over time is most likely to have occurred.  This is 

especially the case with working buildings such as the Museum. 

136. 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”. 

137. My readings of the Statements of Significance for the 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. 

138.  I therefore disagree with Ms Rachlin’s conclusion that the Heritage New Zealand 

submission should be rejected. 

   

Graham Taylor 

MNZPI 

13 January 2016 

 


