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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1. My name is Michael Benjamin Carvalho Vincent. I am currently the Heritage Advisor 

Planning for the Southern Regional Office of Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga 

(“HNZPT”).  I have been working at HNZPT since 2007.  

1.2. I hold a Bachelor’s Degree in Resource Studies from Lincoln University. I have 9 

years’ experience in heritage planning in New Zealand.  I provide statutory 

planning advice and submission to Regional Policy Statements, Regional Plans, 

District Plans, and resource consent applications affecting heritage items. I have 

provided this advice for local authorities in the Bay of Plenty, Gisborne, Waikato, 

Canterbury and West Coast Districts. 

1.3. Following the sequence of Canterbury Earthquakes I have been responsible for 

providing heritage planning advice to assist the recovery of heritage items in 

Canterbury as well as providing heritage planning advice on the repair and 

strengthening of heritage buildings. 

1.4. I have been asked by HNZPT to provide panning evidence on the provisions of the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pRDP) as it applies to historic heritage. 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1. I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witness as contained in 

the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014.  I have complied with the practice 

note when preparing my written statement of evidence, and will do so when I give 

my oral evidence before the hearings panel. 

2.2. The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming my 

opinions are set out in my statement to follow. The reasons for the opinions 

expressed are also set out in the statement to follow. Unless I state otherwise, the 

evidence is within my sphere of expertise and I have not omitted to consider 

material facts know to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I 

express.   
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2.3. My employer has agreed to me giving this expert evidence on its behalf in 

accordance with my duties under the Code of Conduct 

3. SCOPE OF STATEMENT 

3.1. My statement addresses the following matters: 

(a) Statutory framework for the management of historic heritage. 

(b) Heritage New Zealand Sustainable Management of Historic Heritage 

Guidance Series   

(c) Appropriate management for heritage items, wāhi tapu sites, historic 

areas and archaeological sites: 

a. Objectives 

b. Policies 

c. Activities  

(d) Settings  

(e) Matters of Control 

(f) Definitions 

a. Alteration of a heritage item / partial demolition. 

b. Heritage fabric - Interiors   

3.2. I attended formal mediation for HNZPT on 18 November 2015 and have reviewed 

the amendments proposed by Council in the updated Revised Proposal dated 18 

December 2015 (Revised Proposal). I have identified in my evidence whether or not 

I agree with those proposed amendments and have set out my reasons for this.  I 

have read the evidence on the matters addressed in Heritage New Zealand’s 

submission.  

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1. The protection from inappropriate subdivision use and development of historic 

heritage is a matter of national importance under the Resource Management Act 

1991 (RMA).  In addition the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 

(HNZPTA 2014) has as its purpose “the promotion of the identification, protection, 
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preservation and conservation of the historical and cultural heritage of New 

Zealand”.  

4.2. Heritage New Zealand, through the HNZPTA 2014, prepares and maintains the New 

Zealand Heritage List / Rārangi Kōrero (the List), which is primarily an identification 

and recognition tool for historic heritage items, with the practical protection being 

provided through the District Plan.  The HNZPTA 2014 regulates pre-1900 

archaeological sites.  

4.3. The Heritage New Zealand Sustainable Management of Historic Heritage Guide 

Series (SMHHG). It aims to assist local authorities, owners of heritage places, iwi 

and hapu and other stakeholders in the protection and conservation of historic 

heritage under the RMA.  

4.4. The heritage provisions of the pRDP seek to incorporate international best practice 

in order to provide for section 6 (f) RMA.  In my opinion the Revised Proposal 

provides a framework for the management of heritage which works in favour of 

heritage conservation but also provides scope to take account of local 

circumstances. In this respect a hierarchical cascade approach to management is 

supported. 

4.5. Omission of historic areas, wāhi tapu and archaeological sites from Appendix 

9.3.6.1, leaves a gap in the effective management of the finite historic heritage 

resource.  Work to incorporate provisions for all components of historic heritage is 

necessary to provide a robust framework from which to meet the provisions of the 

RMA. 

4.6. Appropriate tools for the effective management of heritage includes recognition of 

and provisions for heritage settings and heritage interiors as important components 

of heritage values. These must be based on sound identification, to give the owner 

of the building or place certainty and not act as a disincentive for the reasonable 

use of historic heritage items or setting.   
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5. STATUTORY FRAMEWORK 

5.1. The RMA regulates district plans to recognise and provide for matters of national 

importance (s6). The matters relevant to heritage are:  

6 (e) the relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their 

ancestral lands, water, sites, wāhi tapu, and other taonga 

6 (f) the protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use, and 

development 

5.2. Historic heritage is defined in s 2 as: 

(a)  means those natural and physical resources that contribute to an 

understanding and appreciation of New Zealand’s history and cultures, deriving 

from any of the following qualities: 

(i) archaeological:  

(ii) architectural:  

(iii) cultural:  

(iv) historic:  

(v) scientific: 

(vi)  technological; and  

(b)  includes 

(i)  historic sites, structures, places, and areas; and 

(ii)  archaeological sites; and  

(iii)  sites of significance to Māori, including wāhi tapu; and  

(iv)  surroundings associated with the natural and physical resources 

5.3. The definition of historic heritage is included in the RMA as an inclusive definition 

and is not limited to places or areas that have been “scheduled” 1 by the Council. 

5.4. Heritage New Zealand’s responsibilities are set out in the Heritage New Zealand 

Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 (HNZPTA 2014), which has as its purpose  

                                                 
1 Scheduled by the Council means entered on a schedule of significant historic heritage places or 

areas, and thereby subject to the provisions that regulate activities in terms of their potential to 
affect heritage values.   
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 the promotion of the identification, protection, preservation and 

conservation of the historical and cultural heritage of New Zealand.  

5.5. The responsibilities of HNZPT include the preparation and maintenance of the New 

Zealand Heritage List / Rarangi Korero (the List), previously called the Historic 

Places Register. The List contains historic places (Category 1 and Category 2), 

historic areas, wāhi tapu, wāhi tapu areas and wāhi tupuna.  

5.6. Importantly, the List in itself is primarily an identification measure, it is not a 

planning tool.  Practical protection of places and areas is provided through a Council 

district plan. This typically includes a schedule of significant historic heritage places 

in conjunction with appropriate objectives, policies and rule.  The pRDP contains 

the Schedule of Significant Historic Heritage Places (Appendix 9.3.6.1).  

5.7. The section of the RMA that specifically addresses the relationship between the List 

and plans prepared under the RMA is Section 74. This in effect states that when 

preparing a district plan, the territorial authority  

 shall have particular regard to any relevant entry on the New Zealand 

Heritage List / Rārangi Kōrero required by the Heritage New Zealand 

Pouhere Taonga Act 20142.  

5.8. In contrast to the statutory provisions for the List entries, the HNZPTA 2014 

provides the regulatory framework for the management of activities that have the 

potential to affect archaeological sites, whether or not those sites are entered on 

the Council schedule or recorded3, provided those sites: 

(a) pre-date 1900 or 

(b) have been ‘declared’ in terms of section 43 HNZPTA4.  

5.9. Archaeological sites (whether recorded or not, scheduled or otherwise identified) 

are defined in the pRDP as historic heritage, and therefore should be subject to the 

                                                 
2
 s 74(2)(b)(iia).   

3 Known archaeological sites are recorded on the New Zealand Archaeological 

Association database (Archsite).   
4
 site that originates from 1900 or later may be “declared”, and made subject to the 

provisions of the HNZPTA, in accordance with s 43 of that Act   
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pRDP provisions. In addition the regulation of activities that affect sites that pre-

date 1900 or are “declared” is a function of the HNZPTA 2014.  The implications of 

this, and the ways that the two processes can complement each other and not 

create conflict and overlap, is a key factor to consider with respect to pRDP 

provisions.   

 

6. HERITAGE NEW ZEALAND POUHERE TAONGA SUSTAINABLE MANAGEMENT 

OF HISTORIC HERITAGE GUIDE SERIES 

6.1. The overarching aim of the Sustainable Management of Historic Heritage Guide 

Series (SMHHG) is to achieve the sustainable management of New Zealand’s finite 

heritage resource. A central aspect of the SMHHG is to provide assistance on the 

protection of historic heritage under the RMA.  The guidance was published by the 

New Zealand Historic Places Trust in August 2007 in accordance with the Historic 

Places Act 1993 and includes three sections: 

 SMHHG Guidelines 

 SMHHG Discussion papers 

 SMHHG Information sheets.  

SMHHG Guidelines  

6.2. The SMHHG Guidelines provide non-statutory guidance on historic heritage issues 

and legislation, particularly the RMA and Building Act 2004.  I understand they 

intend to represent a ‘best practice’ or ‘model heritage provisions’ for RMA plans. 

They seek to highlight the important role that planning documents play in the 

management of historic heritage.  

6.3. The Guidelines cover: 

 Regional Policy Statements;  

 Regional Plans;  

 District Plans;  

 Resource Consents;  

 State of Environment reporting – historic heritage;  
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 Building Act 2004;  

 Insurance and Heritage Properties;  

 Overseas Investment Act 2005; and 

 Earthquake-prone policies prepared under the Building Act 2004.  

SMHHG Discussion Papers 

6.4. The SMHHG Discussion Papers are starting points for the development of best 

practice guidance. In this respect, they recognise that further development and 

research is required to keep up to date with current practice and the issues of 

historic heritage are complex.   

6.5. The Discussion Papers address: 

 Principles and Issues;  

 Assessment of Effects on the Historic Environment;  

 Heritage Landscape Values;  

 Urban Design;  

 Crown Pastoral Review;  

 Heritage at Risk – Demolition by Neglect; and  

 Wind Farms and Historic Heritage.  

SMHHG Information Sheets 

6.6. The SMHHG Information Sheets contain easy to access, key information for the 

sustainable management of historic heritage. They cover topics of historic heritage 

principles, heritage identification criteria, RMA regional and district plan heritage 

schedules, model heritage rules for RMA regional and district plan, and assessing 

the impact on historic heritage.  

6.7. It is important to recognise that the current edition of the SMHHG was produced in 

August 2007.  Since that time a number of factors have emerged which have had an 

impact on heritage. These include earthquake damage, the global financial crisis, 

changes relating to insurance and heritage properties, repeal of the Historic Places 

Act 1993 now replaced by the HNZPTA 2014, amendment to the Building Act 2004, 
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by the Building Amendment Act 2013, and the Royal Commission of Enquiry into 

the Canterbury Earthquakes. The effect of these cannot be seen in isolation to one 

another.   

6.8. Section 6(f) of the RMA remains unchanged in its requirement for Local Authorities 

to recognise and provide for the protection of historic heritage as a matter of 

national importance. In my opinion the nature and content of the SMHHG is still 

relevant in supporting the protection of historic heritage under the RMA. 

Accordingly, in the context of the factors set out above I regard the SMHHG as 

being very useful to assist local authorities in the development of planning 

documents but not determinative.    

 

7. POLICY DIRECTION  

7.1. The objective and policies in the pRDP governing historic heritage are intended to 

reflect the priorities and focus of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (RPS)  in 

particular Objective 13.2.3, which recognises that there are economic costs 

associated with  

the repair, reconstruction, seismic strengthening and maintenance of built 

historic heritage  

and Policy 13.3.4 which states a need to 

recognise and provide for the social, economic and cultural well-being of people 

and communities by enabling appropriate repair, rebuilding, upgrading, seismic 

strengthening and adaptive re-use of historic buildings and their surrounds in a 

manner that is sensitive to their historic value’.  

7.2. In my opinion the Revised Proposal, provides for hierarchical management of 

heritage items, by providing difference in the management of Group 1 and Group 2 

items, which better represents their relative significance.  



11 

7.3. I note the pRDP does not provide for wāhi tapu sites, historic areas or 

archaeological sites.  In my view the plan should provide for the range of historic 

heritage as defined in section 2 of the RMA.  

7.4. A comprehensive framework for the management of historic heritage should 

include provisions for wāhi tapu sites and areas, historic areas, and archaeological 

sites.  The definition of historic heritage includes these components and they have 

not been included in the Schedule of Significant Historic Heritage Places nor directly 

provided for in the rules or assessment matters.  

Objective 9.3.1 

7.5. In my view notified Objective 9.3.1.does not provide clear articulation of how 

historic heritage is to be maintained. The word ‘maintained’ has clear links to the 

term ‘maintenance’, the practice of keeping a building in working order by checking 

or repairing it.  It could be confusing for users of the plan to have the term 

‘maintained’ being used as an objective and, an activity status under the rule for 

“maintenance”.  

7.6. In my view, the sole use of the term ‘maintained’ does not readily convey the 

extent of works required to achieve the sustainable management of historic 

heritage resources, especially when taken to relate to the term ‘maintenance’.   

7.7. The amendments put forward in the Revised Proposal now provide greater detail 

and clarification on how historic heritage will be maintained and establishes a 

platform to recognise the full range of heritage outcomes taking account of local 

conditions.  For this reason I support the amendments to Objective 9.3.1 

Notified Policy 9.3.2.1 Protection of Sites of Ngāi Tahu Cultural Significance 

7.8. HNZPT’s submission5 sought that eight wāhi tapu and two wāhi tapu areas which 

are included on the New Zealand Heritage List be added to the Schedule of 

Significant Historic Heritage Places.  

                                                 
5
 Heritage New Zealand #3674.5 - 14 
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7.9. These sites are: 

Wāhi tapu 

 Omaru Puna Wai: New Zealand Heritage List #7601 

 Onawe Pa: New Zealand Heritage List #7643 

 Oteauheke: New Zealand Heritage List #9507 

 Puari Pa Urupa: New Zealand Heritage List  #7607 

 Tautahi Pa: New Zealand Heritage List #7715 

 Tautahi Rua Koiwi: New Zealand Heritage List #7716 

 Te Urupa o Kati Mamoe ki Onuku : New Zealand Heritage List #9554 

 Tuhiraki: New Zealand Heritage List #7776 

Wāhi tapu areas: 

 Oruaka:  New Zealand Heritage List #7671  

 Takapuneke: New Zealand Heritage List #7521  

 
7.10. In order to comply with section 74 of the HNZPTA 2014, local authorities must have 

particular regard to a recommendation made by the Maori Heritage Council. The 

Maori Heritage Council may make recommendations as to the appropriate 

measures that those local authorities should take to assist in the conservation and 

protection of the wāhi tapu area. 

7.11. From a planning perspective one of the most direct methods to assist in the 

protection and conservation of wāhi tapu and wāhi tapu areas is to provide 

appropriate provisions through the district plan.  Nationally 42 District Plans 

provide a schedule of sites of significance to Maori6 as at 2011.   

7.12. In Policy 9.3.2.1 (a) Council demonstrates a willingness to work with Te Rūnanga o 

Ngāi Tahu and Papatipu Rūnanga to incorporate significant sites into the Plan. I 

accept that this is an appropriate course of action and support the policy.  

 

                                                 
6
 New Zealand Historic Places Trust Pouhere Taonga National Assessment of RMA Policy 

and Plan Provisions 2011, McClean. R.  
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Notified Policy 9.3.2.4 - Heritage Areas (Revised Policy 9.3.2.3)  

7.13. The HNZPT submission supported the course of action proposed by Council in 

respect to developing a work programme for Historic Areas.  The submission 

further sought an indication from Council as to how they were to provide for 

historic areas in the intervening period between the pRDP becoming operative and 

the action stemming from notified Policy 9.3.2.4.  

7.14. The evidence of Ann McEwan notes that Council plan to establish a record on the 

LIM which will indicate if the building is within a Heritage New Zealand Historic 

Area, with the intention being that an owner will contact HNZPT to determine what 

action is required when undertaking works in that area. Whilst this approach will 

provide identification of heritage values through non-regulatory means, the New 

Zealand Heritage List is not a planning response in and of itself and any advice given 

by HNZPT would be without statutory power, other than with regard to demolition 

of pre-1900 buildings or modification or destruction of pre-1900 archaeological 

sites.  

7.15. From a planning perspective it is important that both regulatory and non-regulatory 

methods are used in the protection of historic areas.  In this regard the pRDP should 

contain rules to provide for appropriate management and use of the relevant 

features or components contributing to the homogeneity within historic areas. The 

activities and rules should be different to those which apply to individual buildings.  

They should for example target control on the future development and types of 

replacement buildings which could occur within an area, as well as assessment 

matters which consider cumulative effect on any chance of demolition.  

7.16. This view is supported by the evidence of Robyn Burgess (Para 7.7). Ms Burgess 

addresses the distinct qualities that an historic area provides to the historic 

heritage framework and the relationship between key elements and ensuring 

homogeneity within boundaries, rather than focusing on the singular protection of 

features.  
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7.17. I support the overall intention of notified Policy 9.3.2.4 and would urge the Council 

to undertake an assessment of historic areas as soon as possible to provide an 

appropriate framework for their management. 

Notified Policy 9.3.2.5 Archaeological sites (Revised Policy 9.3.2.4)  

7.18. The HNZPT submission7 sought an extension to the Policy to provide for the 

identification of significant archaeological sites, an appropriate methodology and 

criteria and a framework for the protection of significant sites using regulatory and 

non-regulatory methods. 

7.19. In my opinion the key issue with regard to archaeological sites is that they are not 

identified in the plan and are therefore at risk of being damaged by activities such 

as earthworks. It would be beneficial if the pRDP would assist in alerting building 

and land owners of their responsibilities under the provisions of the HNZPTA 2014.   

7.20. I note that there is no formal relationship between the consenting process under 

the RMA and the HNZPTA 2014. However the RMA also includes specific provisions 

regarding archaeology as matters to be addressed in district plans. Refer paragraph 

5.9.  

7.21. The HNZPTA 2014 has a specific role requiring the orderly scientific investigation of 

archaeological sites where damage and destruction of these sites is unavoidable, i.e 

when authorities are granted for their modification or destruction.  The RMA has a 

slightly different emphasis which requires protection of historic heritage from 

inappropriate, subdivision use and development, but also includes effects on 

historic heritage with the range of other effects when assessing proposals.   

7.22. In my view the plan is able to manage adverse effects arising from an activity that 

may or may not necessarily result in modification or destruction of an 

archaeological site. Such measures may include buffer areas or re-design of project 

to avoid impact on archaeological sites.  Further it can ensure that applicants and 

the public are informed about the archaeological authority process.   

                                                 
7
 Heritage New Zealand #3674.19, 20, 21. 
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7.23. In my view this could be achieve by including a schedule of known archaeological 

sites and provide additional protection and assessment criteria applicable to these 

sites through chapters of the plan. I also recommend a non-regulatory response to 

archaeological sites in the District by informing owners of the requirements on the 

HNZPTA 2014.  

7.24. I consider that Policy 9.3.2.4 should be as follows: 

 Assist Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga in the identification and 

protection of archaeological sites through the resource consent process 

 Include objectives, policies and rules which are in alignment with the 

statutory requirements of the RMA and HNZPTA 2014.  

Notified Policy 9.3.2.3 (Revised Policy 9.3.2.1) 

7.25. The amendment to Policy 9.3.2.1, as provided in the Revised Proposal provides 

clarity to the identification and management of heritage items and setting. These 

amendments are supported.   

7.26. However in order to provide differentiation to the process and role of the New 

Zealand Heritage List / Rārangi Kōrero , I recommend that the term “List” be 

replaced with the term “Schedule”, within clause ‘c’.  

7.27. In my experience people are often confused about the respective duties and 

responsibilities of HNZPT and Council. It would be beneficial to have clear 

terminology to assist in providing clarification on these duties and responsibilities. 

This amendment would provide more accurate reference to the Schedule of 

Significant Historic Heritage Places also known as Appendix 9.3.1.    

 Amend Clause C as follows: 

List Schedule significant historic heritage… 
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Notified Policy 9.3.2.3 (Revised Policy 9.3.2.2 clause a) 

7.28. The amendment to Policy 9.3.2.2, as provided in the Revised Proposal provides 

greater scope to manage the different groups of heritage items and settings. These 

amendments are supported.  

7.29. In order to provide differentiation to the process and role of the New Zealand 

Heritage List / Rārangi Kōrero, I recommend that the term “Listed” be replaced with 

the term “Scheduled”. This amendment would provide more accurate reference to 

the Schedule of Significant Historic Heritage Places also known as Appendix 9.3.6.1. 

 Amend Clause A as follows: 

Protect heritage items and heritage settings which are listed scheduled in 

the District Plan…  

Notified Policy 9.3.2.9 Demolition (Revised Policy 9.3.2.8) 

7.30. The Revised Proposal introduces additional text to Policy 9.3.2.8, with the intention 

being to explain a range of situations where demolition could be considered.  I 

support the recommended amendment to clause (a) 

7.31. The amendments to clause (b), in my opinion are more appropriately assessment 

criteria.  I recommend that they are removed from the Policy and relocated in 

assessment matters. I further recommend that the assessment matters are 

reviewed to include relevant criteria from SMHHG Information Sheet 15: 

 With regard to a large or complex site, the proposed demolition will not 

compromise the integrity and the significance of the place, streetscape, 

area or landscape. 

 Demolition may be acceptable when a building or structure is 

considered to be ‘beyond repair’. It may be structurally unsafe, may 

have been damaged by a natural event, or may have been irreversibly 

damaged. This matter may require a professional engineering 

assessment.  
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 Alternatives to demolition should be explored including new and 

compatible uses, repair and maintenance works, maintenance plans and 

appropriate alternations and changes.  

8. HERITAGE SETTINGS 

8.1. I support the use of Settings in the pRDP. In my view it is appropriate to provide a 

level of protection and control to heritage settings and surrounds where they have 

been assessed to contribute towards the significance of a place.  

8.2. I support the statement of Robyn Burgess (para 8.5) where she states that the 

setting should only extend as far as necessary to contribute to the values of the 

heritage item.  

8.3. In my view the extent of the settings must be balanced with the practicalities of 

reasonable use and expectation. In this sense control on any new development 

must be focused on effects on the principle heritage item.   

9. ACTIVITIES AND ACTIVITY STATUS  

Activities 

9.1. I support the range of activities provided for in Revised Topic 9.3. These activities 

include management of demolition, relocation, new buildings, alteration, addition, 

signage repairs and maintenance.  These activities are a starting point to ensure 

appropriate management under the RMA. 

9.2. The pRDP has excluded ‘partial demolition’ as a specific activity. I will address this 

issue later in my evidence.  The pRDP has also excluded activities relating to historic 

areas, wāhi tapu sites and archaeological sites. These have been addressed 

previously in my statement.  

9.3. The pRDP has also introduced a new group of activities which primarily address 

earthquake damage and improving building safety.  These are “heritage upgrade 

works”, “heritage investigation and temporary works”, and “Reconstruction”.  I 

support the inclusion of these new activities as they play an important role in 
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ensuring the retention of and sustainable management of historic heritage 

resources.  

Activity Status 

9.4. I generally agree with the status afforded to various activities as proposed in the 

Revised Proposal. The notified activities were in some cases more stringent than 

those currently proposed and did not provide clear differentiation between Group 

1 and Group 2 items.  

9.5. In my view the rule structure must strike a balance between providing less 

stringency for those activities which provide for building safety, repair and 

maintenance whilst also ensuring control over those activities which have the 

potential to impact on the significance of heritage items.  

9.6. Further, the rule structure must recognise the local context and the scale of 

heritage management in Christchurch. The influence of the intense ground shaking 

which occurred with the sequence of earthquakes, in my view, has presented the 

single largest repair, strengthening, alteration and in some case demolition 

programme to any stock of local authority heritage buildings in recent history in 

New Zealand.  

9.7. Experience from the Canterbury earthquakes has shown that building which had 

been earthquake strengthened to above 34% of new Building Standard, not only 

performed better during an event, but also remained sufficiently intact to be 

repaired or be further retrofitted to achieve a new use.  

9.8. Compared to the notified version, the Revised Proposal does provide differentiation 

between activity status for items of high significance (Group 1) and significance 

(Group 2). This differentiation provides a cascade approach to management, which 

allows for a more targeted approach to the most significant heritage in the District 

and takes into account the needs, abilities and resources of individual owners.   
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Permitted Activities 

9.9. It is my view that the range of activities which are permitted is appropriate.  I 

support the inclusion of new Rule P9 which seeks to allow the replacement of new 

buildings which have been damaged following the sequence of Canterbury 

Earthquakes.  

Restricted Discretionary Activities 

9.10. It is my view that the range of activities which are restricted is appropriate.  

Discretionary Activities 

9.11. It is my view that the range of activities which are discretionary is appropriate. The 

change in activity status for demolition of Group 2 items enables a more targeted 

approach to heritage management. 

9.12. The HNZPT submission sought a new activity status and new definition for Partial 

Demolition. I do not support the need for a new activity or change in activity status 

for partial demolition.  I provide additional comment on the definition in my 

statement to follow.  

Non-complying Activity 

9.13. It is my view that the activity which is non-complying is appropriate. 

10. HOW TO USE THE RULES 9.3.3 

10.1. Best practice recommends that provisions relating to subdivision of heritage items 

should be located within the heritage chapter.  The pRDP does not follow this 

convention. In my view it is critically important that the historic heritage provisions 

in 9.3 make explicit reference to the subdivision chapter.   

10.2. I recommend that clause 9.3.3.1.6 is amended to include reference to the 

subdivision chapter: 
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 Rules contained in zone chapter and district wide chapters, including the 

utilities chapter and subdivision chapter [including other sections of the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage Chapter] also apply to activities within 

heritage items, heritage settings. 

11. MATTERS OF CONTROL 

11.1. The HNZPT submission #3674.36 sought the inclusion of a new clause in the matters 

of control.  I support the inclusion of the new clause. In my view it is important that 

the views of HNZPT are considered when making decision.  I note that Council 

would not necessarily be bound by this view. I recommend that 9.3.4 Matters of 

Control be amended as follows: 

 d) Whether Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga has been consulted 

and the outcome of that consultation.  

12. DEFINITIONS 

Alteration of a heritage item and partial demolition  

12.1. The pRDP does not provide a definition for ‘partial demolition’. Instead ‘partial 

demolition’ is encapsulated by the activity ‘alteration of a heritage item’ and is 

consequently referenced under the definition ‘alteration of a heritage item’. The 

definition of alteration of a heritage item does not provide clarity or quantify what 

constitutes partial demolition. 

 

12.2. Partial demolition can provide a different outcome to the alteration of a heritage 

item.  Providing a definition for partial demolition is important because it can 

contribute to heritage management by providing for the removal of non-significant 

heritage fabric or bulk, for example the removal of lean-to.  

 

12.3. In my view there cannot be a gap between what constitutes alteration and what 

constitutes demolition. As proposed, alteration of a heritage item is on a continuum 

up to demolition.  
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12.4. The issue is further complicated by the definition of ‘Demolition’, which refers to a 

measure of ‘substantial’ destruction or deconstruction. Again the pRDP does not 

provide a clear quantification of ‘substantial’. 

 
12.5. It is my view that criteria need to be established to determine whether a proposal is 

simply altering an item or an element of an item, or whether it is either ‘partial 

demolition’ or even ‘substantial demolition’. This is important because it will 

determine whether or not a resource consent application for a non-complying, 

discretionary or restricted discretionary activity can be made. 

12.6. I recommend the definition of Partial Demolition submitted by HNZPT #3674.97 is 

incorporated into the pRDP to quantify and provide a threshold to assist and 

differentiate between alteration and substantial demolition.  

Heritage fabric - Interiors 

12.7. In their submission, HNZPT8 signalled concern about the protection of unassessed 

interior fabric of Group 1 and Group 2 buildings. The submission sought control of 

interior fabric where it had been identified and assessed in the Statements of 

Significance and that a new column in Appendix 9.3.6.1 should indicate whether 

control should apply.  

12.8. The SMHHG Guideline No.3 District Plans makes clear reference to interiors of 

building. It states: 

 It is particularly important that interiors of listed buildings are noted as 

being an inclusive part of the listing. Many district plans need to provide 

greater clarification concerning the application of heritage rules to interior 

work. 

12.9. I support the intention of Council in providing protection to interiors fabric, 

however I have concern with the lack of surety in the planning response and the 

method for identifying whether an interior is subject to provisions in the pRDP.  

                                                 
8
 HNZPT #3674.39 
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12.10. In my assessment, there is no policy or rule specifically stating protection of 

interiors fabric. Rather it is through the definitions of ‘heritage fabric’ and 

‘alteration of a heritage item’, that interior fabric is captured by the plan.  Further 

the pRDP relies on the Statements of Significance for the identification of heritage 

fabric. These statements lie outside of the plan. 

12.11. In my view this does not provide any certainty to owners of buildings or the public.  

12.12. The evidence of Ms Robyn Burgess, section 9, discusses the HNZPT approach to 

identifying internal heritage fabric for items on the New Zealand Heritage List. Ms 

Burgess continues to outline her concern with the completeness of the Statements 

of Significance.  I support the concerns of Ms Burgess regarding the Statements of 

Significance, (clause 9.5) where she states that: 

“a number do not mention the interiors or internal fabric, therefore, in my 

opinion this lack of specificity means it is uncertain if those interiors are 

considered to contribute to the heritage value of the place, or are subject to 

controls, or not”.  

12.13. Given that the Statements of Significance sit outside of the pRDP, I recommend the 

following amendments to provide certainty to users of the plan. 

 The inclusion of a column in Appendix 9.3.6.1 to identify whether an 

interior has been assessed as having interior heritage fabric which is 

significant and contributory to the place. 

12.14. Amend the definition of heritage fabric by adding the following text: 

 Means any physical aspect of a heritage item or heritage setting which 

contributes to its heritage values, as identified in the Statements of 

Significance and identified in Column XXX in Appendix 9.3.6.1. 

12.15.  Amendment to Policy 9.3.2.2 (a) to include specific mention of heritage  interiors 
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12.16. Combined, these measures would provide the owner with certainty that there 

building has been assessed and that any application for resource consent would 

need to consider these matters.  

 

  

Michael Benjamin Carvalho Vincent 

13 January 2016 


