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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF MATTHEW WILLIAM BONIS 
(PLANNING) 

1 My full name is Matthew William Bonis.   

2 I am an Associate at Planz Consultants in Christchurch.  I have held 
this position since 2009.  

3 My qualifications and experience are set out in previous statements 
of evidence. Attachment A sets out a chronology of my previous 
briefs of evidence and attendances at these Hearings.  

4 In summary, I hold a Bachelor of Regional Planning degree and 
have been employed in the practise of Planning and Resource 
Management for some 17 years.  I am a full member of the New 
Zealand Planning Institute. 

5 I have also submitted evidence on Proposal 9 on behalf of 
Tailorspace (Sub 3718 / FS-5061). 

6 I am providing Planning evidence on behalf of Greg and Mia Gaba 
(the Gabas). 

7 I am familiar with the site at 25 Helmores Lane. I visited the site on 
18 November 2015. I attended an on-site meeting 5 January 2016 
with representatives of the City Council.  

8 My experience in relation to Historic Heritage is provided in my 
Evidence in Chief for Tailorspace. 

9 I have relied on the evidence of those parties specified in 
Attachment B.  

10 I attended formalised mediation on 18 November and 10 December 
2015. I also informally met with Council Officers on 26 November 
2015.  

11 I have considered the following documents: 

11.1 The Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 

11.2 The Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP); 

11.3 The Statement of Expectations, Schedule 4 to the Canterbury 
Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 
2014 (Statement of Expectations); 

11.4 The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS); and 
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11.5 Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013. 

12 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed the Code of Conduct for 
expert witnesses contained in part 7 of the Environment Court 
Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it in preparing my 
evidence. 

 

SUMMARY  

East Wing 
13 The listing of the East Wing of 25 Helmores Lane (Heritage Item 

Number 253) is no longer disputed. The entire dwelling, however, 
consisting of three Wings is identified in the pCRDP Schedule of 
Significant Historic Heritage Places as Significant (Group 2).1 

14 An on-site meeting was held on 5th January 2016. Those in 
attendance included Ms Caroline Rachlin (Council Planner), Ms 
Fiona Wykes (Council Heritage Advisor), Mr Andrew Marriot 
(Council Engineer) and myself. Mr Brett Gilmore (the Engineer 
representing the Gabas) was present by way of conference call.   

15 It was agreed at the meeting that the Repair Strategy outlined in 
the Evidence of Mr Gilmore was appropriate. However, Mr Gilmore 
and Mr Marriot agreed that that Strategy could be undertaken 
(design methodology) in a manner that potentially minimised 
disturbance and removal of the remaining heritage fabric of the East 
Wing. 

16 Adhering to such a methodology would not diminish the heritage 
fabric of the East Wing to a degree where its removal from the 
heritage listing was the more appropriate regulatory response. This 
was confirmed by Mr Marriot in terms of a general methodology for 
works. Ms Wykes confirmed the implications on the Statement of 
Significance (SoS). The associated heritage listing therefore remains 
appropriate.  

17 Based on this understanding, Ms Wykes has informed me that her 
conclusion at paragraph 8.3 of her Rebuttal Evidence can be 
amended.  Ms Wykes is of the view that the heritage listing 
(presumably for the entire dwelling) should remain.  

                                            
1  The associated Statement of Significance identifies the house at 25 Helmores 

Lane as having historical and social significance due to its historical associations 
as a large family home in the 20th Century. It also identifies the building as having 
architectural significance as an English Domestic Revival Home designed by Cecil 
Wood. 
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18 I acknowledge the evidence of Mr Marriot, Mr Gilmore and Ms 
Wykes in this regard. I do however note that the heritage fabric of 
the building must be at the edge of retaining its heritage listing. This 
is largely acknowledged in the Rebuttal Evidence of both Ms Gillies2 
and Ms Wykes3 for Council. However I acknowledge the views held 
by Ms Wykes on 5 January 2016 that the listing remains 
appropriate as subject to a less invasive methodology undertaken 
under the Structex Repair Strategy.  

19 There is no economic evidence as to the differences within the 
spectrum of a less vs. more invasive methodology in undertaking 
the Structex Repair Strategy. Mr Gilmore4 has advised that a 
further detailed assessment and design will be necessary to refine 
the methodology.  

20 I have subsequently discussed paragraphs 14 to 18 of this evidence 
with Ms Rachlin, Ms Wykes and Mr Marriot, and they have 
indicated their agreement with the same. 

21 Based on the revised planning framework as set out by Ms Rachlin 
(as subject to removal of all but the East Wing from the heritage 
listing) the Repair Strategy suggested by Mr Gilmore can be largely 
undertaken as a permitted activity.5 Reconstruction of the 
replacement chimneys will require consent as a controlled activity.6  

Remainder of 25 Helmores Lane 
22 I consider that the heritage listing and setting should be removed in 

respect of the remainder of the dwelling and property.  

23 This was not discussed at the meeting on 5 January 2016, but I 
relayed that position to Ms Wykes and Ms Rachlin on 8 January 
2016. 

24 This would leave the East Wing. 

25 In that context, I do not consider the framework as being either 
inefficient or ineffective (as it applies to 25 Helmores Lane) in terms 
of Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.1 ‘Enabling recovery and 
facilitating the future enhancement of the district’ which seeks 
to foster investment certainty, and Strategic Directions Objective 
3.3.2 to minimise transactions costs and reliance on resource 
consents.  

                                            
2  Rebuttal Evidence. Gillies. Paragraph 5.3. 
3  Rebuttal Evidence. Wykes. Paragraph 8.3. 
4  Evidence Gilmore. Paragraph 29. 
5  Revised Proposal. Rachlin Attachment B. Rule 9.3.3.2.1(P1). 
6  Revised Proposal. Rachlin Attachment B. Rule 9.3.3.2.1(C1). 
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26 The submission position (including, where applicable, differences 
between the submission and current position) is: 

26.1 Primarily, that the Canterbury earthquake sequence, resultant 
damage and repair strategy should result in the building 
being delisted from the pCRDP notified Heritage Schedule. 
Based on the 5 January 2016 discussion, this submission 
point is no longer supported for the East Wing. I have 
recommended removal of the remaining buildings from the 
Schedule.  

26.2 The notation of the setting represents additional prescription 
under the pCRDP compared to the operative plan. The 
definition of ‘heritage setting’ is incorrectly framed, and the   
application of a heritage setting in this context is 
inappropriate. The space contains new buildings and a tennis 
court. In addition it is a rear section not visible or accessible 
to the public.   

26.3 The alternative submission points relating to reduction in the 
consenting hurdles associated with works associated with the 
Group 2 Heritage Building remain. In my view, improved 
clarity is necessary to the framework of objectives, policies 
rules and definitions. Specifically: 

(a) The objectives and policies as notified fail to provide an 
earthquake context to heritage fabric. Ms Rachlin has 
in part remedied these issues in the revised provisions. 
She has recommended additional text acknowledging 
demolition, repair, and the economics of retention.  

(b) The rules and definitions overlap to a considerable 
degree, and in some instances lack clarity of 
application. At worst, a specific proposal to undertake 
works to heritage fabric could lie anywhere between 
the spectrum of ‘Repairs’ as permitted activities, to 
‘Alterations’ as restricted discretionary.  Works to the 
2008 North and West Wings which require significant 
rebuilding could fall under the definition of ‘demolition’ 
despite not containing original fabric.   
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PART A: OVERVIEW 

Submission relief in context  
27 The residence and associated landholding is zoned Residential 

Suburban.  

28 The building, with a total footprint of 441m2 consists of three main 
Wings in a ‘U’ shape (Attachment ‘D’). Only the East Wing of the 
building contains heritage fabric, as the other two wings were 
constructed in 2008. The heritage listing, however, relates to the 
entire dwelling and also places a heritage setting for the associated 
property.    

29 The ‘East Wing’ has been used as a residence since its construction 
in 1916. This aspect of the building is the focus of the Council’s 
Heritage evidence7. The North Wing contains a kitchen, laundry, 
family and living area. The West Wing consists of a four car garage 
and a detached shed / gym; it also has a basement.  

30 I understand that the residence has been vacant since 2011 as a 
consequence of earthquake damage.  

31 The submission relief can narrowly be confined to whether: 

31.1 The agreed repair strategy diminishes any residual values to 
a level below that warranting listing. (As outlined above, this 
part of the submission is not supported); and  

31.2 The pCRDP objectives, policies, rules and definitions can be 
amended to an extent that appropriately recognises: 

(a) damage as a consequence of the Canterbury 
earthquakes;  

(b) economic implications of repair;  

(c) provision of a consenting pathway that does not rule 
out demolition;  

(d) the need to improve clarity; and  

(e) avoidance of onerous and unnecessary consenting 
procedures.  

Background and historical significance 
32 Helmores Lane was originally part of Millbrook, the estate belonging 

to Joseph Cornish Helmore. Helmore settled in the area in the early 

                                            
7  Refer Evidence. Gillies. Paragraph 7.6. 
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1860s and was well known in legal circles in the City. The dwelling is 
also known as ‘Ashbrook’. 

33 The original part of the dwelling is an English Domestic Revival style 
residence, built in 1916. It was designed by leading inter-war 
architect Cecil Wood, as commissioned by Thomas F Gibson 
governing director of AH Turnbull and Co (a business that exported 
frozen meat and produce).  

34 The heritage SoS for Heritage Item Number 2538 sets out the 
cultural, built form and historical attributes of the building. Ms 
Gillies9 provides additional detail in her Evidence.  

35 I hold no expertise as to dispute the heritage importance of the East 
Wing, but make the following factual observations under the 
headings utilised in the SoS. These are informed by references as 
provided:  

35.1 Historical and Social Significance 

(a) The values attributable to the residence appear to be 
fundamentally related to the East Wing being 
representative of a large family home built in the early 
20th Century as associated with prominent businessman 
Thomas Firbank Gibson. 

35.2 Cultural and Spiritual:  

(a) No comment. 

35.3 Architectural and Aesthetic:  

(a) The Architectural significance appears to be 
attributable to the association with Cecil Woods, and as 
an example of the Arts and Crafts style typified by 
Woods.  

(b) I understand10 that the roof form and fenestration of 
the East Wing are strong elements of the building and 
continue Wood’s use of different materials (in this 
instance, redwood shingles, rough cast plaster and 
Welsh slate).  

                                            
8  Proposal 9. Appendix 9.3.6.1.3 ‘Schedule of Significant Historic Heritage Places 
(Central City). Refer Attachment C. 
9  Evidence. Gillies. Paragraph 7.6. 
10  Synopsis of Heritage Assessment RMA 92010699 (replacement of 1968 additions 
with North and West Wings).   
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(c) A 1968 constructed West Wing was replaced by 
considerable additions in 2008.  

(d) In 2005 alterations (as consented RMA20021252) were 
undertaken to the East Wing including: replacement of 
an existing first floor window; addition of a window at 
the first floor balcony; re-levelling and re-wiring.  

(e) The focus of Ms Gillies’ evidence for the Council 
relates solely to the 1916 part of the residence,11 
despite the pCRDP seeking a heritage listing for the 
entire building and legal title as the ‘setting’.  

(f) The architectural elements possessing residual heritage 
fabric (the East Wing) will be subject to additional 
damage, removal and replacement in conducting the 
repair work as outlined in the Structural Assessment 
outlined in the evidence of Mr Gilmore.12  

(g) Based on the 5 January 2016 discussions referred to 
above, I understand that the design methodology can 
potentially be undertaken in a manner that avoids the 
lifting or moving the East Wing to provide new 
foundations although the economic viability of such 
works still needs to be worked through. Other works 
such as the removal and light weight replacement of 
chimneys, and realigning timber framing including 
replacement remain necessary; these works constitute 
‘reconstruction’ and ‘repair’ respectively.  

35.4 Technological and Craftsmanship Significance:  

(a) Values attributable to craftsmanship relate to detail in 
the fixtures and fittings (built in furniture, panelling 
circular plaster arches, timber shelving, built in fire 
places, glazed doors, leaded toplights etc.), as 
representative of the Arts and Crafts style.   

(b) Mr Gilmore13 identifies that this joinery has been the 
subject of ‘minor’ damage, including separation of 
timber panelling. I understand from the 5 January 
2016 discussions with Mr Gilmore that replacement of 
lath and plaster can be undertaken in a manner that 
likely retains the timber panelling in situ.  

                                            
11  Evidence. Gillies. Paragraph 7.2 
12  Evidence Oldfield. Paragraph 30 - 33.  
13  Evidence Gilmore. Attachment A ‘Structural Assessment’. Section 5.1(j) 
Earthquake Damage. East Wing.  
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35.5 Contextual Significance:  

(a) Part of early settled residential neighbourhood, 
alongside additional heritage structures including: 
Helmores Lane Bridge (#248 ‘High Significance); and 2 
(#249) and 16 (#250) Helmores Lane (‘Significant’). 

35.6 Archaeological and Scientific Significance:  

(a) The site is an archaeological site due to associations 
with human activity prior to 1900, and primarily as part 
of Helmores family estate (circa 1860s). Regardless, as 
the East Wing was built in 1916, and the North and 
West Wing constructed in 2008 and included 
considerable excavations, the potential for the site to 
hold pre 1900s human activity would have 
correspondingly diminished.  

36 The building was identified under the Operative City Plan Heritage 
List as ‘Dwelling ‘Ashbrook’ (1916)’ as a Group 4 Heritage Building. 
Section 3-10.1.1 states that:  

“Group 4 listed heritage items include buildings, places and objects 
which are of metropolitan significance and/or involve a contribution to the 
heritage of the city, the protection of which is seen as desirable by the 
Council. 3-10.1.1 Statement.  

Emphasis Added. 

37 The accompanying status for an application for demolition was as a 
discretionary activity.14 Alterations were a controlled activity under 
the operative City Plan.15 The 2008 North and West Wing were 
consented as ‘alterations’ (RMA 92010699).16  

38 The residence is not included in the Heritage New Zealand List 
(previously the Register).  

39 Under the pCRDP, the status of the building has been notated as 
Significant (Group 2). Demolition in the notified Proposal is a non-
complying activity.17 Under the revised Proposal, demolition is a 
discretionary activity.18 

                                            
14  Rule 3-10.1.3.2(a) 
15  Rule 3-10.1.3.2(c) 
16  This included requirements as to sympathetic design, lowering the proposed 

chimney heights and a requirement by Council to amend the plans and provide a 
‘subordinate’ elevation to the more prominent East Wing Gable (including porch 
and balcony).     

17  Rule 9.3.3.2.7(NC1) 
18  Evidence Rachlin. Attachment B. Rule 9.3.3.2.5(D2).  
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The East Wing should remain listed 
40 The structural consequences of the earthquake are outlined in the 

evidence of Mr Gilmore. The specific itemisation of damage is 
outlined in Attachment A, Section 5 of his evidence. I have 
summarised these at Attachment E of this evidence.  

41 Mr Marriot in his rebuttal evidence on behalf of the Council19 
agrees with the majority of the evidence provided by Mr Gilmore. 

42 Ms Wykes and Ms Gillies advised in their rebuttal evidence that as 
a consequence of Mr Gilmore’s Repair Strategy (the Structex 
Repair Strategy) being carried out, the building ‘would no longer 
meet the threshold for listing’.20  

43 Mr Marriot accepts the methodology for the foundation works, 
where these result in the East Wing remaining in situ.21 That 
approach “protect(s) the heritage fabric from damage during the 
lifting or moving and saves some of the heritage fabric that would 
be lost if the original scheme was used”.22 Emphasis added. 

44 On 5 January 2016 I organised a meeting on site with Ms Wykes, 
Ms Rachlin, and Mr Marriot. Mr Gilmore was available by way of 
conference call.  

45 The purpose of the meeting was to resolve any misunderstandings 
between the witnesses as to whether the dwelling should remain on 
the heritage schedule. The issue solely was: 

Did the agreed Structex Repair Strategy diminish the heritage 
fabric of the East Wing to such an extent as to nullify the 
heritage listing? 

46 Mr Gilmore and Mr Marriot agreed that that Repair Strategy could 
potentially be undertaken (design methodology) in a manner that 
minimised disturbance and removal of the remaining heritage fabric 
of the East Wing. 

47 Ms Wykes confirmed the implications on the Statement of 
Significance, and that the associated heritage listing therefore 
remained appropriate.  

The Heritage Setting 
48 A heritage setting (the setting) is not protected in the pCRDP as an 

end in itself, but as something subsidiary to a heritage item. The 
                                            

19  Rebuttal Evidence. Marriot Section 4. 
20  Rebuttal Evidence. Wykes Paragraph 8.3, 8.2. Rebuttal Evidence Gillies. 
Paragraph 5.3. 
21  Rebuttal Evidence. Marriot. Paragraph 4.8 
22  Rebuttal Evidence. Marriot. Paragraph 4.4 
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associated rule for that purpose requires consent for the 
establishment of any new building in a heritage setting.23  

49 The basis of CCC’s recognition of settings is found in s6(f) of the 
RMA, which through defined terms, extends beyond the protection 
of a listed heritage item. The definition of ‘historic heritage’ includes 
the “surrounds associated with the natural and physical resources 
that contribute to an understanding and appreciation of our history”. 
As a matter of common sense, the s6(f) protection extends to the 
curtilage of an item, and the surrounding area if the protection of 
that area helps to retain the heritage significance of the heritage 
item itself.  

50 Policy 9.3.2.5 requires works in heritage settings to follow best 
practice heritage conservation management and heritage principles. 
Apart from particular criteria in clauses (i) to (vi) those terms 
remain somewhat undefined.   

51 Guidance as to how one might assess the contribution, or otherwise 
of a new building in such a setting is provided by the rather broad 
matters of clause 9.3.5.1. These canvass matters ranging from 
form, materials, and methodologies, the necessity for the removal 
of trees, to supportive documentation such as conservation plans. 

52 The operative Plan Heritage List did not include the setting of 25 
Helmores Lane.  

53 The pCRDP Heritage Schedule includes the ‘Dwelling and Setting’. 
The setting number is 231. The setting is demarcated as the 
cadastral boundary for 25 Helmores Lane.  

54 The setting is therefore the entire 2692m2 rectangular shaped rear 
allotment, as accessed by a right of way along the southern 
boundary. The site is not visible from Helmores Lane. A coded 
security gate prevents public access. 

55 The site contains lawns, mature trees and garden plantings; a 
retaining wall of approximately 600mm runs on a northern southern 
access for the length of the western boundary.  

56 In conjunction with the 1916 ‘Ashbrook’ East Wing, the site contains 
the two substantial 2008 additions, a detached ‘Gym’ building, a full 
size hard stand tennis court / basketball court in the north east 
corner, and a circa 1980s stand-alone garden shed sits in the south 
western corner. 

57 Ms Gillies outlines the definition of ‘Setting’ in the ICOMOS NZ 
Charter (2010 Revision) as: 

                                            
23  Evidence Rachlin. Attachment B. Rule 9.3.3.2.3(RD2) 
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Setting means the area around and / or adjacent to a place of cultural 
heritage value that is integral to its function, meaning and relationships… 

Ms Gillies also acknowledges that the identification of a setting 
involves a subjective judgement.24 

58 Principle 9 ‘Setting’ of the ICOMOS Charter identifies that ‘where a 
setting of a place is integral to its cultural heritage value, that 
setting should be conserved with the place itself’ (emphasis added). 

59 Heritage New Zealand’s Information Sheet 16 (Attachment G) 
‘Assessing Impacts on the surroundings associated with Historic 
Heritage’ relates to the surroundings associated with historic 
heritage. The information sheet refers to the recognition of 
surroundings as ‘essential’ for retaining and interpreting heritage 
significance, and can apply to land which is ‘integral’ to the heritage 
significance of items.  

60 Heritage setting in the revised Proposal is defined as: 

means the built and non-built elements forming the identified spatial 
context around a heritage item or items, which contribute to the 
significance of the heritage item or items, but have not met the 
significance threshold to be individually listed as heritage items in their 
own right. … 

Emphasis added. 

61 The Council’s s32 material25 does not explain why the definition of 
heritage setting uses the verb ‘contribute’ rather than the adjective 
(in that context) ‘integral’ as used in the ICOMOS Charter definition, 
ICOMOS Principle 9 and Heritage New Zealand Information Sheet 16 
‘Principles’.  

62 The Resource Management Act, s2 definition of ‘Historic Heritage’ 
uses the verb ‘contributes’, but in a different context. The 
contribution of structures, places and areas as historic heritage is to 
be derived from the specific qualities outlined in clause (a) of that 
definition.  

63 The Oxford Dictionary defines ‘Integral’ (as used in the ICOMOS 
Charter) as “of a necessary to a whole, forming a whole”. 
‘Contribute’ (as used in the revised Proposal) is defined as ‘give 
towards a common purpose, help to bring about a result’.  

64 The statutory effect of the Council definition for ‘Heritage Setting’ 
consists of a subjective assessment of what constitutes the setting, 
as framed around a central tenant as to whether the setting 

                                            
24  Evidence Gillies. Paragraph 6.33 
25  Stage 3, Section 32: Chapter 9. Appendix 4 – Heritage Technical Report. Section 
7.1.2  
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contributes to the heritage item, rather than being integral to its 
heritage meaning and associations.  

65 The Gabas seek to sharpen the focus of the definition and hence the 
application of Heritage Setting, through substituting ‘contribute’ with 
‘integral’. The submission also seeks removal of the heritage setting 
from the property.  

Economic Context of the Repair Strategy 
66 There is no economic information available as to the costs 

associated with the Structex Repair Strategy. Neither is there any 
information on the spectrum of costs associated with a less invasive 
vs. a more invasive design methodology.  

67 Mr Gilmore advises that further detailed assessment and design of 
the repair strategy is necessary.26 At that point a detailed economic 
cost schedule would be developed.  

Rules and Definitions 
68 Within the notified Proposal, the activity status and matters to be 

addressed in consent applications are confusing, and open to 
interpretation. The revised proposal represents some improvement.  

69 A central purpose of Objective 3.3.2 is to ensure that the district 
plan conveys in unambiguous terms the uses to which land can be 
put as permitted activities; where consents will be required, and 
clarity as to application between the classes of such consent.  

70 I acknowledge that in the heritage field of expertise, a strict 
linguistic approach can be difficult. In many instances interpretation 
on the specific terms of a proposal require consideration against its 
heritage context. However, where such terms remain vague or 
overlapping Council Officers can become ultra-cautious, 
subsequently applying the more strident activity status.  My 
experience of heritage interpretation is that one expert’s ‘repair’ can 
be another’s ‘alteration’. 

71 The contextual and purposive approach to rule interpretation with 
regard to Proposal 9 remains uncertain. The rules refer to the 
heritage item (as do the Policies and Objective), whereas the 
definitions (largely) relate to the implications on heritage fabric.  

72 This distinction is important in terms of the heritage listing 
associated with the buildings associated with 25 Helmores Lane. The 
entireties of the buildings, including the 2008 Wings are 
incorporated as the ‘heritage item’ for the purpose of the heritage 
listing.  

                                            
26  Evidence Gilmore. Paragraph 29. 
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73 The 2008 Wings could not contain ‘heritage fabric’. I reach that 
conclusion based on the contemporary age and nature of the 2008 
Wings; that the layout and design had nothing to do with the 
original architectural design by Cecil Woods for the East Wing; and 
apart from limited contextual value27 by way of association, none of 
the other attributable values as considered against the criteria 
identified in Policy 9.3.2.1(a). However: 

73.1 The plain meaning of the rules would require consent as 
controlled and restricted discretionary activity respectively for 
any ‘Reconstruction’ or ‘Alteration’ of the 2008 Wings as 
constituent parts of the Heritage Item;  

73.2 The definitions for ‘Reconstruction’ and ‘Alteration’ hinge on 
the phrase “which impact on heritage fabric”, (by way of 
example an alteration to the kitchen in the North Wing, or the 
reconstruction of the West Wing should therefore be exempt 
from requiring consent);  

73.3 The definition of ‘heritage fabric’ is so broadly stated that it 
includes “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 ….” (Emphasis 
added). 

74 I understand the purpose of the provisions are to ensure adequate 
management of the potential impacts on heritage fabric. That is 
commendable, but a much more nuanced approach in my view is 
appropriate in the context of minimising transaction costs and 
reducing prescriptiveness in achieving Objective 3.3.2.  

75 Further polishing is also necessary to the provisions to make this 
distinction clear, avoid ambiguity and reduce the likelihood of the 
ultra-cautious application of activity status to proposed works.  

Nature of the dispute 
76 The questions to be answered are, in my view, whether the 

Chapter’s provisions, including the listing of heritage item 253 and 
setting listing 231 are appropriate in terms of: 

76.1 The Section 6(f) presumption and public interest in preserving 
heritage in the Christchurch context;28 

76.2 The broad purpose of section 5;  
                                            

27  Policy 9.3.2.1(a)(v) 
28  Section 5(2)(a), s6(f) and s7(aa); CRPS Objective 13.2.1, 13.2.3, Policy 13.3.1 
and Policy 13.3.4; Recovery Strategy Goals 4.4; Strategic Directions Objective 
3.3.9(c); Objective 9.3.1 and associated Policies. 
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76.3 The Council's functions under s 31, the provisions of Part 2 of 
the RMA and the obligations in accordance with s32, and 
mandatory content of district plans as provided for in s75; 
inclusive of the statutory context of the OiC and the 
appropriateness of the provisions in appropriately achieving 
Objectives 3.3.1 ‘Enabling Recovery’ and Objective 3.3.2 
‘Clarity of Language and Efficiency’. 

 

PART B: STATUTORY FRAMEWORK 

77 Attachment F outlines the higher order statutory framework as a 
synopsis of the Evidence provided for Tailorspace, as applicable to 
25 Helmores Lane.   

78 In my view, the presumption in favour of historic heritage protection 
established in s6(f) as a matter of national importance is to be 
viewed, in the Christchurch context, through the recovery lens 
outlined in the Statement of Expectations, and the Strategic 
Directions objectives: 

78.1 CRPS Objective 13.2.3 recognises the economic costs 
associated with on-going conservation and management of 
historic heritage; 

78.2 Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.9(c) seeks to identify and 
appropriately manage historically important objectives; 

78.3 Pre-eminence is provided to29 Strategic Directions Objective 
3.3.1 ‘Enabling recovery and facilitating the future 
enhancement of the district’ which seeks to foster investment 
certainty, and Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2 to 
minimise transactions costs and reliance on resource 
consents. 

79 The relevant revised Historic Heritage Objectives and Policies 
include: 

79.1 Objective 9.3.1 has bearing. The protection arm of the 
Objective, clause (a) seeks to maintain historic heritage in 
terms of its contribution to the district. The enablement arm, 
clause (b) seeks to: recognise the appropriate ‘management’ 
of historic heritage; ensure a proactive attitude to ‘facilitate’ 
the recovery of heritage items; and lastly ‘recognise the 

                                            
29  Strategic Directions. Section 3.3 Interpretation. (a) All other objectives with this 
[Strategic Directions] Chapter are to be expressed in a manner consistent with 
Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2; (b) The objectives and policies in all other Chapters of 
the District Plan are to be expressed and achieved in a manner consistent with the 
objectives of this Chapter.  
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effects of the Canterbury earthquake on the ability to retain, 
restore, and continue using heritage items’. 

79.2 Policy 9.3.2.1 sets out the identification regime associated 
with historic heritage which parallels the themes utilised in 
CRPS Policy 13.3.1 and is represented in the statement of 
significance for each heritage item. 

79.3 Policy 9.3.2.2 as recommended by Ms Rachlin has been 
inserted as an amalgam of a number of submissions. Clause 
(a) effectively parrots Section 6(f) of the Act into the plan. In 
my view, however, historic heritage would be better served in 
the district plan through interpreting the protection arm of 
s6(f) in the local context. This is especially critical in the 
Christchurch context given the lens of the higher order 
documents as these relate to recovery.  

79.4 Policy 9.3.2.6 has bearing as it recognises the necessity for 
ongoing use and the economic viability of heritage items and 
heritage settings. A hierarchy for recovery of heritage items is 
established through the provision for heritage works, enabling 
repairs, maintenance, and reconstruction, and providing for 
alterations. There is a general nexus between this hierarchy 
and the associated activity status for activities associated with 
Heritage Items.  

79.5 Policy 9.3.2.8 seeks to recognise for the demolition of 
historic heritage as subject to criteria. 

80 The Operative Objectives and Policies in the Residential Chapter are 
neutral as applied to this matter.  

 

PART C: CONSIDERATION  

Listing 
81 On 5 January 2016 Mr Gilmore and Mr Marriot agreed that a less 

intrusive design methodology for the building was potentially 
possible. Ms Wykes concluded that subsequent repairs and 
reconstruction (if they were to occur) would retain heritage fabric to 
a degree that the listing remained appropriate.   

82 There are no contrary heritage expert views. There is no economic 
evidence as to the spectrum of costs associated with a less intrusive 
design methodology as outlined by Mr Gilmore. Therefore on its 
face I accept the views of Ms Wykes on 5 January 2016 that the 
heritage listing remains appropriate. For the reasons outlined below 
as to the clarity of application of the heritage provisions, I 
recommend the listing only applies to the East Wing of 25 Helmores 
Lane.  
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83 Accordingly, the primary submission which sought to remove the 
heritage listing in its entirety is not supported.  

84 Listing the East Wing (on the basis that in situ repair can be 
undertaken) would be appropriate in terms of the Higher Order 
documents and relevant objectives and policies of the Plan.  

Setting 
85 I am of the view that the identification of heritage settings is 

consistent with best practice. I appreciate that for many sites such 
as Mona Vale, Riccarton Bush, and the Christchurch Cathedral 
(extending beyond the Wigram Wall out to the edges of the Square) 
settings are integral to the appreciation, understanding and 
interpretation of the heritage significance of the items themselves. 

86 For 25 Helmores Lane the Council considers the site itself provides a 
visual backdrop to the East Wing and represents a larger early 20th 
Century land holding dating almost back to as far as the Millbrook 
estate as part of Joseph Helmores 1860s estate. Ms Wykes30 
identifies that the setting ensures that the dwelling sits within a 
mature garden setting which is part of the established residential 
character of Helmores Lane, and this contributes to the contextual 
significance of the building.  

87  Those associations, however, are not commonly known:  

87.1 The East Wing (1916) is a Group 2 heritage item;  

87.2 The site remains visually and physically unavailable to the 
public; and  

87.3 The setting is modified by substantial contemporary buildings, 
landscape features and a recent sealed tennis court feature 
that had nothing to do with Cecil Woods as the Architect for 
the East Wing, or little if anything attributed to any external 
layout proposed by the original owner Thomas Gibson.  

88 The Gabas’ submission seeks to amend the definition, and / or 
remove the application of Heritage Setting to 25 Helmores Lane. 
This matter is considered and rejected by Ms Rachlin at paragraph 
16.3 of her Evidence.  

89 The basis of the recommended amendment to the definition is to 
substitute ‘contribute’ with ‘integral’ as a logical extension of the 
background guidance provided by both the ICOMOS Charter (2010) 
and the Heritage New Zealand Information Sheet 16.  

                                            
30  Evidence. Wykes. Paragraph 10.16 



  17

 

 

100183791/785978.3 

90 I am not a heritage expert but cannot see how that change could be 
inappropriate in heritage terms, or in forming the district plan 
provisions.  

91 I acknowledge that the guidance has no statutory basis under the 
Long Bay tests for plan drafting. But in my view the use of the 
pivotal phrase ‘integral’ is also preferred in terms of the application 
of Objective 3.3.2(a)(i) and the need to reduce the 
prescriptiveness of development controls. The amendment is the 
more appropriate in terms of revised Policy 9.3.2.1(c). 

92 Accordingly, in terms of the definition of Heritage Setting, I 
recommend the following: 

Heritage Setting 

Means the built and non-built elements forming the identified 
spatial context around a heritage item, or items, which 
contributes are integral to the significance of the heritage 
item or items, but have not met the significance threshold to 
be individually listed as heritage items in their own right. 
Heritage settings include…. 

 

93 Regardless, I recommend that the heritage setting notation to 25 
Helmores Lane represents undue prescription given those matters 
identified in paragraph 87 above, as balanced against the 
requirements of Objective 3.3.2. 

Economic Context 
94 The East Wing listing is no longer disputed. I am satisfied that 

economic considerations are now, mostly identified in the revised 
proposal including Assessment Matter 9.3.5.1(a).31  

95 I have commented on these matters in my evidence for Tailorspace. 
In summary: 

95.1 Revised Objective 9.3.1 has been modified to provide 
explicit recognition of the costs of heritage protection (clause 
b(iii)), as well as facilitating recovery (clause b(ii)); 

95.2 Policy 9.3.2.6 which seeks to provide for on-going use of 
retained heritage buildings now recognises economic viability 
and the need to enable repairs and maintenance. Revisions 
also place heritage values as subservient to reconstruction, 

                                            
31  Evidence Rachlin. Attachment B. Assessment Matter 9.3.5.1(a) ‘the nature and 
extent of damage incurred as a result of the Canterbury earthquakes of 2010 and 
2011 including the economic viability to repair and reconstruct’. 
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and heritage upgrade works including seismic fire and access 
upgrades (clause iv); 

95.3 Policy 9.3.2.8 has been revised to take account of economic 
matters. The comparative loss of heritage integrity and fabric 
in retaining and repairing a heritage item is also a welcome 
consideration. 

96 I consider that Assessment matter 9.3.5.1(a) should be further 
amended. Consideration of economic matters in the revised matter 
from Ms Rachlin is welcomed. However, application of economic 
considerations in the revised clause (a) provides a high bar against 
alterations. The revised matter can be interpreted as seeking to 
require an alternative test of the ‘economic viability’ for an 
alternative (and less intrusive) repair and reconstruction 
methodology. It is unclear as to whether this was the intention.  

97 It is also unclear as to how, or to whom the economic viability of 
such works would be determined.  

98 A simpler approach, requiring consideration of economic matters to 
be taken into account is preferred as below.   

9.3.5.1 Alterations, New buildings, relocations, temporary 
event structures, signage and replacement of buildings – 
Heritage Items and Settings – High Significance (Group 1) 
and Significant (Group 2) 

In considering whether or not to grant consent…. 

(a)  the nature and extent of damage incurred as a result of the 
Canterbury earthquakes of 2010 and 2011 including 
recognising the economic viability costs to repair and 
reconstruct.  

 

99 I consider that such an approach is the more appropriate in terms of 
giving effect to the CRPS and recognising the Canterbury 
earthquake context in terms of historic heritage.32 It also recognises 
the economic costs associated with the ability to retain heritage 
items, as well as the narrower aspects of on-going conservation and 
maintenance.33  

100 Subject to those amendments, I consider that economic matters can 
be appropriately considered under the broad umbrella of s104.   

                                            
32  CRPS Objective 13.2.3, Policy 13.3.4, Recovery Strategy Goal 4.4. 
33  CRPS Objective 13.2.3.  
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101 Any economic considerations that weigh heavily against a less 
intrusive design methodology (as agreed by Mr Gilmore and Mr 
Marriot onsite on 5 January 2016), can be considered in 
conjunction with a specific repair methodology and implications on 
heritage fabric.  

Residual submissions points 
102 As outlined above, the overlap and ambiguous application of 

heritage Item and heritage fabric between the rules and definitions 
result in an inefficient and effective regulatory approach as applied 
to 25 Helmores Lane.  

103 This can be remedied through improved clarity in the provisions, 
and / or removing the listing from all but the East Wing. 

104 The Structex Repair Strategy requires considerable demolition / 
reconstruction of the West and North Wings (refer Evidence 
Gilmore, Section 6.3.3). 

105 The current listing and, or provisions would require these works to 
be consented. The broad matters in Assessment Matter 9.3.5.1, 
would then apply. These matters extend Council’s discretion to the 
form, material and methodologies of the subsequent reconstruction, 
or any alterations. Requiring such consents would reduce certainty, 
increase delays and unnecessary transaction costs, and result in 
unnecessary resource consent processes. There would be no 
discernible corresponding benefit in terms of protecting heritage 
fabric from inappropriate subdivision, use and development.   

106 For 25 Helmores Lane, the most efficient and effective approach 
would be to remove the listing from all buildings with the exception 
of the East Wing. The focus of the Council’s considerations of 
heritage values are centred on the physical resources or ‘built 
heritage’ represented by the East Wing.34  

107 I see no distinction between listing the East Wing in this manner, 
and other similar notified listings in the pCRDP which also focus on 
the original heritage fabric. Examples include the Knox Church 
(which only lists the interior) and the Theatre Royal which 
specifically lists the Dome, Façade and staircase. The residual listing 
would therefore be: 

Street Address Location Description Heritage 
Item 
Number 

Heritage 
Setting 
Number 

Group Heritage 
Aerial 
Map 
Number 

Planning 
Map 
Number 

25 Helmores Fendalton East Wing 
of Dwelling 
only and 

253 231 Significant 79 31 H9 

                                            
34  Refer Evidence Gillies. Paragraph 7.6. 



  20

 

 

100183791/785978.3 

Lane Setting, 
‘Ashbrook’ 

 

108 Lastly, in that context I accept Ms Wykes’ discussion35 regarding the 
definition of ‘Reconstruction’ and the need for such to require 
consent as a Restricted Discretionary Activity. A lightweight 
replacement of the fallen East Wing Chimney’s will require consent 
in this manner. ‘Reconstruction’ is a permitted activity within CCRP 
for Heritage works within the Central City. I am, however, cognisant 
of Ms Wykes’ view that the ability to understand and maintain an 
overview of the chronology of changes to heritage fabric can be of 
value.  

 

PART D: CONCLUSION  

109 The pCRDP lists 25 Helmores Lane as being Significant (Group 2).  

110 The extent of earthquake damage and resultant (agreed) Structex 
Repair Strategy results in the heritage fabric of the building being at 
the edge of retaining its heritage listing.  

111 On 5 January 2015 Mr Marriot and Mr Gilmore agreed the generic 
principles of a detailed repair methodology. It was agreed that the 
methodology could potentially be undertaken in a manner that 
would be less invasive to the residual East Wing heritage fabric.  

112 A heritage listing for the East Wing therefore remains an appropriate 
approach in terms of the respective statutory tests.  

113 Removal of the listing from the remaining buildings on the site is the 
more appropriate approach given:  

113.1 The absence of heritage fabric associated with these 
buildings;  

113.2 The intended (but unclear) approach in the provisions that 
seek to regulate impacts on heritage fabric; and  

113.3 Process Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 which seek to improve 
clarity, reduce delays, uncertainty and prescriptiveness. 

114 It is recommended that the definition of heritage setting be 
amended based on the pivotal question as to whether a setting is 
integral to a heritage place or item, rather than simply contributing 
to it. The former approach stems from guidance contained in 

                                            
35  Evidence Wykes. Paragraphs 7.7 to 7.14. 
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ICOMOS and New Zealand Heritage. Regardless, given the highly 
modified, and inaccessible site, and in conjunction with Objectives 
3.3.1 and 3.3.2 the setting for 25 Helmores Lane should be 
removed.  

115 Amendments to the objectives and policies of Proposal 9 made by 
Ms Rachlin better achieve the broader matters contained in the 
higher order statutory documents. Additional modifications are 
required to improve the clarity and certainty of the provisions, and 
alignment with the Strategic Objectives of the Plan.  

 

Dated:  13 January 2015 

 

Matthew William Bonis  
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ATTACHMENT A – PREVIOUS BRIEFS OF EVIDENCE 

1 I have presented evidence on behalf of CIAL (2348)  for: 

1.1 Chapter 3  – Strategic Directions 

1.2 Chapter 10  – Designations 

1.3 Chapter 14  – Residential (Stage 1) 

1.4 Chapter 15  – Commercial (Stage 1) 

1.5 Chapter 16  – Industrial (Stage 1 and 2) 

1.6 Chapter 2  - Definitions (Stage 1) 

1.7 Chapter 8  - Subdivision, Development and Earthworks 
(Stage 2) 

1.8 Chapter 16   - Memorial Avenue Business Park (Stage 2)  

1.9 Chapter 17  – Rural (Stage 2) 

2 Property Council New Zealand (Sub #595, Stage 1 Strategic 
Directions)  

3 Kiwi Income Property Trust (Sub# 761, Stage 1 Strategic Directions, 
Commercial and Industrial)  

4 Progressive Enterprises Ltd (Sub#790, Commercial and Industrial)  

5 Lyttelton Port Company (Sub# 915 Stage 1 Strategic Directions) 
and  

6 Bunnings Ltd (Sub#725, Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial)  

7 Tailorspace (Sub#3718, Stage 3 Historic Heritage) 
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ATTACHMENT B – EVIDENCE RELIED ON 

 

1 This Evidence in Chief is in reliance of the following Evidence: 

1.1 Mr Brett Gilmore (engineering); 

2 I have also read the following Council evidence  

2.1 Ms Caroline Rachlin (planning); 

2.2 Mr James Fairgray (economics); 

2.3 Mr Andrew Marriot (heritage engineer); 

2.4 Ms Jackie Gillies (heritage architect); 

2.5 Ms Jennifer May (architectural historian); 

2.6 Mr William Blake (valuation); 

2.7 Ms Amanda Ohs (senior heritage advisor, City Council) 

2.8 Ms Fiona Wykes (senior heritage advisor, City Council) 

2.9 Ms Helen Beaumont (Natural Environment and Heritage 
Unit Manager, Christchurch City Council) 
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ATTACHMENT C – DISTRICT PLAN – LISTED HERITAGE 
PLACE, HERITAGE ASSESSMENT – STATEMENT OF 
SIGNIFICANCE HERITAGE ITEM NUMBER 253. 

  



DISTRICT PLAN – LISTED HERITAGE PLACE
HERITAGE ASSESSMENT – STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE

HERITAGE ITEM NUMBER 253
DWELLING AND SETTING, ASHBROOK - 25 HELMORES

LANE, CHRISTCHURCH

PHOTOGRAPH: B. SMYTH, 16 SEPTEMBER 2014

HISTORICAL AND SOCIAL SIGNIFICANCE
Historical and social values that demonstrate or are associated with: a particular person,
group, organisation, institution, event, phase or activity; the continuity and/or change of a
phase or activity; social, historical, traditional, economic, political or other patterns.

25 Helmores Lane (formerly known as Ashbrook) has historic and social significance for its
lengthy associations with businessmen TF Gibson and Rex Anderson and as a large family
home built in the early 20th century. The dwelling was designed and built in 1916 for Thomas
Firbank Gibson, the governing director of AH Turnbull and Co. who were exporters of frozen
meat and dairy produce, shipping agents and grain merchants. Gibson’s wife Lucy (nee
Mathias) was a grand-daughter of prominent colonial Anglican cleric Archdeacon Mathias.
After TF Gibson’s death in 1942, Lucy remained at Ashbrook until her own death in 1948,
and then the house passed to their son Thomas Gibson.  Thomas Gibson jun. also worked
for AH Turnbull and Co.  He subdivided the property in 1961, and took the name Ashbrook to
a new house on the front section.

In 1978 the house was sold to Rex Anderson, an accountant, who lived there until his death
in 2001.  Anderson was a partner in the firm Price Waterhouse, held a government
appointment on the Securities Commission for 10 years and was awarded the New Zealand
Order of Merit in 1998. In 2003 the next owner applied for consent to demolish the building.
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This consent was declined by the Christchurch City Council and the property was
subsequently sold.  The house suffered moderate damage in the Canterbury Earthquakes of
2010 and 2011.

CULTURAL AND SPIRITUAL SIGNIFICANCE
Cultural and spiritual values that demonstrate or are associated with the distinctive
characteristics of a way of life, philosophy, tradition, religion, or other belief, including: the
symbolic or commemorative value of the place; significance to Tangata Whenua; and/or
associations with an identifiable group and esteemed by this group for its cultural values.

25 Helmores Lane has cultural significance as a reflection of the lifestyle of a professional
Christchurch family in the early 20th century.  In this period, large homes in extensive grounds
were typical of this part of the city.

ARCHITECTURAL AND AESTHETIC SIGNIFICANCE
Architectural and aesthetic values that demonstrate or are associated with design values,
form, scale, colour, texture and material of the place.

The dwelling at 25 Helmores Lane has high architectural and aesthetic significance as a
noteworthy English Domestic Revival style house designed by prominent Christchurch
architect Cecil Wood in 1916. After receiving his early training in Christchurch Wood worked
for leading Edwardian Arts and Crafts architects Leonard Stokes and Robert Weir Schultz in
England before returning to New Zealand to establish his own practice.  At Ashbrook Wood
created a large homestead similar to those he designed for rural properties around
Canterbury.

The two-storeyed timber house has a shingled upper storey with Welsh slate roof. The bulk
of the house is rectangular in form with a variety of roof forms, a veranda with hipped roof
balcony above, and gables to enliven the appearance of the house. A particular feature is the
row of four interlocking gables on the east elevation that reference houses in England by
leading Arts and Crafts architects.  This is a recognisably Arts and Crafts feature that is
unique within Christchurch architecture and within Wood's oeuvre.  Wood himself retired to a
Helmores Lane house in the 1940s. Substantial alterations and additions have been made to
the west of the house. The former garages and servants’ wing were substantially redesigned
and rebuilt. The core of the main house remains largely intact, however, both externally and
internally.

TECHNOLOGICAL AND CRAFTSMANSHIP SIGNIFICANCE
Technological and craftsmanship values that demonstrate or are associated with: the nature
and use of materials, finishes and/or technological or constructional methods which were
innovative, or of notable quality for the period.

25 Helmores Lane has technological and craftsmanship significance due to the quality of its
construction, which was personally supervised by the architect Cecil Wood. The house
demonstrates a high level of craftsmanship in its construction and the timber joinery on the
interior.

CONTEXTUAL SIGNIFICANCE
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Contextual values that demonstrate or are associated with: a relationship to the environment
(constructed and natural) setting, a group, precinct or streetscape; a degree of consistency in
terms of scale, form, materials, texture, colour, style and/or detailing in relationship to the
environment (constructed and natural), setting, a group, precinct or streetscape; a physical or
visible landmark; a contribution to the character of the environment (constructed and natural)
setting, a group, precinct or streetscape.

25 Helmores Lane has high contextual significance for its contribution to the established
residential character of Helmores Lane. The setting of the building includes the immediate
land parcel, a large rectangular back section set in a mature garden.  The house can be
glimpsed from the street.  The context of the house is Helmores Lane, a leafy enclave that
includes a number of listed early and mid-20th century homes.  Nearby Millbrook Reserve
and Hagley Park add to the established garden character of the street.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE
Archaeological values that demonstrate or are associated with: potential to provide
archaeological information through physical evidence; an understanding about social
historical, cultural, spiritual, technological or other values or past events, activities, people or
phases.

The house and setting at 25 Helmores Lane are of archaeological significance because they
have the potential to provide archaeological evidence relating to human activity on this site,
including that pre 1900.   Previously the land was part of the Helmore family estate, which
dates to the 1860s.

ASSESSMENT STATEMENT

25 Helmores Lane (formerly Ashbrook) has overall heritage to Christchurch, including Banks
peninsula.  The dwelling has historic and social significance for its associations with
businessmen TF Gibson and Rex Anderson and as an early 20th century dwelling.  The
dwelling has cultural significance as it demonstrates the way of life of its former residents and
high architectural and aesthetic significance as a noteworthy English Domestic Revival
design by prominent Christchurch architect Cecil Wood.  The dwelling has technological and
craftsmanship significance for the quality of its construction and finishing. The dwelling has
high contextual significance in relation to the other listed homes in Helmores Lane and
archaeological significance in view of the development of the locale by members of the
Helmore family since the early 1860s.

REFERENCES:

CCC Heritage File

Helms, R. (2003) Report of Significance of House at 25 Helmores Lane, Christchurch
designed by architect Cecil Wood in 1916.

Ross, A. (2003) Evidence for Council Hearing: 25 Helmores Lane.

UPDATED: 1 March 2015
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PLEASE NOTE THIS ASSESSMENT IS BASED ON INFORMATION AVAILABLE AT THE TIME OF
WRITING. DUE TO THE ONGOING NATURE OF HERITAGE RESEARCH, FUTURE REASSESSMENT
OF THIS HERITAGE ITEM MAY BE NECESSARY TO REFLECT ANY CHANGES IN KNOWLEDGE AND

UNDERSTANDING OF ITS HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE.

PLEASE USE IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE CCC HERITAGE FILES.
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ATTACHMENT D – BUILDING FORM AND CONSTRUCTION AGE 

 

  

East Wing 

(1916) 

East Wing 

(1916) 

North Wing 

(2008) 

North Wing 

(2008) 
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ATTACHMENT E – STRUCTURAL ASSESSMENT SUMMARY 

[A]. Global differential settlement across the building (East, North and 
West Wings) is estimated to be 121mm. 

[B]. East Wing (2016) 

B.1 Widespread differential settlement of perimeter concrete 
foundations and internal piled foundations. Lower fall 
variation 80mm (<50mm MBIE criteria). Slope 2.2% 
(>0.5mm% MBIE); 

B.2 Cracks to concrete perimeter footing from hairline to 8mm; 

B.3 Internal and external walls leaning due to racking / 
differential settlement, exceeding acceptable levels of 
verticality, in particular the external south wall resulting in a 
gross lean of 8mm-25mm/2.8 stud height along the lower 
storey; 

B.4 Separation of timber flooring, minor damage to internal wall 
and ceiling linings; 

B.5 Minor to extensive cracking of lath and plaster; 

B.6 Brick chimneys collapsed, remaining sections are extensively 
damaged; 

B.7 Minor damage to joinery, wooden framing and separation of 
timber panelling.  

[C]. North Wing (2008) 

C.1 Minor to extensive damage to internal wall and ceiling linings; 

C.2 Differential settlement to ground floor slab. Lower fall 24mm 
(<50mm MBIE criteria); 

C.3 Some vertical misalignments of the walls. 

[D]. West Wing (2008) 

D.1 Widespread differential settlement of concrete slab 
foundation. Lower fall variation 87mm (<50mm MBIE 
criteria). Slope 2.3% (>0.5mm% MBIE); 

D.2 Cross vertical misalignments of the walls. 

D.3 10mm separation between the steps to the new house and 
eastern and western cladding joins.   
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ATTACHMENT F – RELEVANT OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

The Recovery Strategy 

1 Section 04 of the Recovery Strategy contains a vision, and gaols for 
recovery. The pCRDP is to not be inconsistent with the Recovery 
Strategy36.  

1.1 In relation to leadership and integration: 

1. CERA, the public and private sector and communities coordinate with 
each other to contribute to the recovery and future growth of greater 
Christchurch by:- 

1.1 facilitating a timely and efficient recovery,…. 

1.2 Considering the effects of ongoing seismic activity. 

1.5  Delivering smarter council and government planning and 
services.  

1.2 In relation to renewing greater Christchurch’s unique identity 
and its vitality expressed through …. Heritage… by: - 

4.4  restoring historic buildings, where feasible, for the benefit of 
the community. (underlined emphasis) 

1.3 In relation to Built Environment Recovery: 

5. Develop resilient, cost effective, accessible and integrated 
infrastructure, buildings, housing and transport networks by:-  

 

The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement  

2 Pursuant to s75(3) the pCRDP must give effect to the relevant 
provisions within the CRPS.  

Historic Heritage 

2.1 Objective 13.2.1 seeks to the identification and protection 
of significant historic heritage that contribute to Canterbury’s 
sense of identity from inappropriate subdivision, use and 
development.  

2.2 Objective 13.2.3 recognises that the repair, reconstruction, 
seismic strengthening, on-going conservation and 
maintenance of built heritage; the economic costs associated 
with these matters is to be recognised. 

                                            
36 Section 15. Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011. 



  28

 

 

100183791/785978.3 

2.3 Supporting Policies 13.3.1 and 13.3.4 seek to establish the 
criteria associated with the identification and protection of 
historic heritage, and recognise the appropriate management 
of historic buildings including appropriate renovations and 
adaptive reuse respectively. 

2.4 Objective 6.2.3 seeks to undertake recovery and rebuild in a 
manner that (2) retains identified areas of historic heritage 
value. 

 

Health, safety and economic 

2.5 Objective 5.2.1(2) recognises the need to enable people 
and communities including future generations to provide for 
their social, economic and cultural well-being and health and 
safety; and which (c) encourages sustainable economic 
development in appropriate places.  

2.6 Objective 6.2.3(5) recognises that recovery and rebuilding 
in Greater Christchurch that is healthy, functionally efficient 
and prosperous.  

 

proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

3 Section 75(1) requires that the rules are to implement the policies, 
which in turn are to implement the objectives. Section 76(1) 
establishes that a territorial authority, may, include rules in the plan 
for the purpose of carrying out its functions under the Act, and 
achieving the objectives and policies of the Plan. Section 32 
requires an evaluation as to whether rules (as provisions in 
conjunction with policies) are the most appropriate to achieve the 
plan’s objectives.  

4 Objectives with Strategic Directions (Proposal 3) are now part of the 
CRDP. Objectives and Policies with Natural and Cultural Heritage 
(Proposal 9) are the subject of consideration submissions, including 
from Gaba as part of the pCRDP. 

 

Process Objectives 

5 The introduction (Section 3.1) of Strategic Directions states that the 
Chapter provides ‘an overarching direction for the district plan’, and 
that it has ‘primacy over the objectives and policies in other 
chapters of the Plan, which must be consistent with the objectives in 
this Chapter’. 
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6 The statement is reflected in the interpretation of the Objectives 
(Section 3.3). Pre-eminence is given to Objective 3.3.1, which 
includes clause (b) to “foster investment certainty”; and Objective 
13.3.2 includes clauses (a), (b) and (c) relating to clarity, 
minimising transaction costs, and efficiency of regulation. These 
clauses largely mirror paragraphs (a), (b), and (i) of the Statement 
of Expectations37.  

 

Historic Heritage 

6.1 Objective 3.2.1(c) has a bearing in terms of fostering a natural 
and cultural environment where: 

“objects, structures … that are historically important… are identified and 
appropriately managed.” 

6.2 The revised Proposal 9 provisions38, includes: 

(a) Objective 9.3.1 which has a bearing in terms of both 
maintaining historic heritage in terms of its contribution to 
the district; and maintaining historic heritage including 
recognising the appropriate ‘management’ of historic 
heritage, and ‘recognising the effects of the Canterbury 
earthquake on the ability to retain, restore, and continue 
using heritage items’. 

(b) Policy 9.3.2.1 which sets out the identification regime 
associated with historic heritage which parallels the themes 
utilised in CRPS Policy 13.3.1 and as represented in the 
statement of significance for each heritage item. 

(c) Policy 9.3.2.2 as recommended by Ms Rachlin has been 
inserted as an amalgam of a number of submissions. Clause 
(a) effectively parrots Section 6(f) of the Act into the plan.  

(d) Policy 9.3.2.6 seeks to provide for an ongoing use for 
historic heritage, as anticipated by ICOMOS Principle 8, 
through recognising economic viability (presumably 
associated with use, rather than the broader concept of 
economic efficiency), and ‘enabling’ repairs, maintenance and 
temporary use.  

 

 Health, safety and economic 
                                            

37 Schedule 4: Canterbury Earthquake Recovery (Christchurch Replacement District 
Plan) Order 2014. 
38 Proposal 9 – Natural and Cultural Heritage. Dated 4 November 2015. 
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6.3 Policy 9.3.2.9 recognises that demolition of historic heritage 
could occur as subject to ‘exceptional circumstances’, taking 
into account a number of criteria, including: health and 
safety; the ability to retain heritage fabric through repair and 
retention; and the ability to retain earthquake damaged 
historic heritage and provide for an economic use.  
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Assessing Impacts on the Surroundings associated with 
Historic Heritage 

 

Principles 

The surroundings associated with historic heritage involve an area of land (or land 
covered with water), surrounding a historic place, site or area of heritage significance 
which is essential for retaining and interpreting its heritage significance.  It can apply 
to either land which is integral to the heritage significance of items or a precinct 
which includes buildings, structures, archaeological sites, trees, and places/areas of 
significance to Maori. The term surroundings is adopted to include curtilage and 
setting. 
 
Research is necessary to identify surroundings.  The research should examine historic 
land subdivision patterns, archaeological features, visual, physical, historical and 
functional links with important features in the area, and the setting, views and 
landmark qualities. 
 
Assessing the significance and impacts on surroundings will require an 
understanding of the significance of the original relationship of the heritage item to 
its site and locality, adequacy of setting, visual catchments and corridors, and the 
need for buffer areas to screen unsympathetic development. 

New buildings and additions (to existing non-heritage buildings) should be managed 
so they do not affect the significance of the character and setting of existing historic 
buildings and the area.  Generally, new buildings and additions should be designed to 
be sympathetic to the overall existing character of historic buildings. It is important 
that new buildings do not dominate or adversely affect important visual settings. 

The design approach to new buildings near or adjacent to existing historic buildings 
should achieve compatibility. The height and proportion should reflect the 
predominant height and proportions of the adjacent buildings in the area. The height, 
location (including any setbacks) and proportion of the building should be carefully 
assessed and managed. 

The architectural style of new buildings and additions should be compatible with the 
historic design of existing buildings.  The style should not imitate, replicate or mimic 
the surrounding historical styles and it should not be too grand. 
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General 
 

 The proposed activity should avoid affecting a place of significance to Maori as 
stated by tangata whenua.  There should be a buffer area between the activity 
and the place of significance to Maori. 

 The original relationship of the heritage item to its site and locality should be 
retained. All the main structures associated with the heritage item (for example, 
homestead, garden, stables, etc) should be retained in single ownership. 

 Where a historic place has landmark values, the proposed activity should not be 
visually dominating or distract from the landmark qualities of the historic 
place.  The relative scale of the activity is an important consideration. 

 The proposed activity should provide for an adequate setting for the heritage 
item, enabling its heritage significance to be maintained.  The significance and 
integrity of the setting should be identified.  Well preserved, authentic, essential 
and substantial settings should be retained and protected. 

 Effects which are permanent and irreversible should be assigned greater 
weighting than relatively temporary or reversible changes to the setting of the 
heritage item. 

 The proposed activity should provide for adequate visual catchments, vistas and 
sight-lines or corridors to the heritage item from major viewing points and from 
the item to outside elements with which it has important visual or functional 
relationships. 

 The proposed activity should provide for any intervisibility values in situations 
when historic items were intended to be seen from other historic items (for 
example, views from a marae to a pa site). 

 If relevant, the proposed subdivision should incorporate buffer areas to screen 
the heritage item from visually unsympathetic development or to provide 
protection from vibration, traffic, movement, noise, pollution, or vandalism. 
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 The proposed activity should adopt appropriate consent conditions and 
provisions to protect historic heritage by means of a heritage covenant, reserve, 
or conservation lot. 
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Checklist for assessing proposed new buildings (including any new 
addition to an existing non-heritage buildings) adjacent to existing 
historic buildings 
 

 Any new building or addition should not affect the character and setting of the 
historic building. 

 Any new building or addition should be sympathetic to the overall existing 
character of the historic building. 

 Any new building or addition should be located to avoid damage to historic and 
archaeological sites. 

 The height, location (including any setback) and proportion of any new building 
or addition should be compatible with the existing historic environment.  The 
height and proportion reflect the predominant height and proportions of the 
adjacent building(s) and the area.  

 The size, orientation, scale, massing, density, modulation, and shape of the new 
building or addition should be compatible with the existing historic building(s). 
These elements should relate to surrounding buildings. New buildings or 
additions should not dominate an area. 

 Any new building or addition should not result in any significant visual effects, 
including close and distant views. 

 The architectural style of any new building or addition should be compatible 
with the historic design of existing buildings. The style should not imitate, 
replicate or mimic the surrounding historical styles and it should not be too 
grand, iconic, or extreme. 

 Any new building or addition should adopt materials and colours that relate to 
and use as reference points, the materials, colour and details of adjacent 
buildings and the surrounding areas.  New materials should be used providing 
they are sympathetic to the existing character of the area. 

 Associated activities affecting the existing historic character of the place, 
including signage, outbuildings, landscaping and car parking, should have a 
minimal effect. 
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Source: NZHPT, Sustainable Management of Historic Heritage Guidance Series, Discussion Paper 
No.2, Assessment of Effects on the Historic Environment, 3 August 2007. 
 
The NZHPT welcomes any feedback and comments on this information sheet. 
 
Comments can be provided to information@historic.org.nz. (Attention: Sustainable Heritage Guidance) 
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