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CLOSING SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF ROSEMARY BETH LYON 

1 These closing submissions are provided on behalf of Rosemary 

Lyon in respect of her submission regarding 16 Aubrey Street, 

Akaroa.   

ISSUES SETTLED 

2 Following mediation as a result of the panel’s minute dated 22 

February the two most substantive issues regarding the submission 

have been resolved by agreement with the council, such that: 

2.1 Heritage Setting 42 has been reduced in size to exclude the 

northern part of the property at 16 Aubrey Street, Akaroa, 

and 

2.2  The interior of the property is not (currently) subject to the 

heritage protections in Chapter 9.3. 

TREATMENT OF INTERIORS AS A RESULT OF THE PLAN  

3 One issue remains of concern to Rosemary Lyon, being the 

approach to interiors signalled by the Council as a consequence of 

the plan. 

4 The evidence of the Council indicates an approach where it still 

expects to list interiors of heritage buildings essentially on a 

protection first and foremost basis (See evidence of Alan 

Matheson, 20 April, para 6.1 and Amanda Ohs, 20 April, para 4.1 

and 6.1). 

5 The Council’s proposed approach is more restrictive than that 

recommended by Heritage NZ (See evidence of David Margetts, 

paragraph 7.13).   
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6 The Council’s approach also has no regard for what is the 

appropriate form or method of protection; and what would 

constitute inappropriate use and development that needs to be 

protected against.   

7 The approach also does not have regard to how the costs of 

restriction on interior use of property falls differently based on a 

property’s use and based on different ownership (EIC Dr Fairgray 

para 4.18, 5.5 and 5.9 and William Blake 4.1 – 4.9).  The proposed 

approach does not factor in the wide range in the quality and 

values of listed properties, even within the two category 

classification in the plan. 

8 In my submission amendment to Policy 9.3.2.1 (d) needs to provide 

actual guidance on the issue of whether to list heritage interiors at 

all; rather than simply saying (at present) that interiors will be 

protected if they are listed in a schedule.  In my submission given 

the importance of the interiors topic in the hearing and the fact 

that the Council is signalling a significant subsequent process, a 

clear singular policy directly on the topic of interior assessment is 

warranted.   

8.1 Matters that would be helpful to be covered in such a policy 

would include (without being able to be comprehensive): the 

property type and use, the nature of ownership, whether 

public access to the interior exists, adaptive re-use being 

enabled, the category of listed property (with category 2 

interior listing being unlikely), and the perspective of the 

landowner. 
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Dated:  10 June 2016 

 

Hamish Cuthbert  

 

 


