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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Ian Alexander Bowman.  I am the principal in my own 

architectural conservation practice founded in 1992.   

1.2 My qualifications and experience are set out in paragraphs 1.2 to 1.6 of my 

evidence-in-chief dated 10 December 2015 for the Crown. 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014 ("Code").  I have 

complied with the Code when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give 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 evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and 

I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 My rebuttal evidence is filed in response to the statement of evidence of 

Mr David Pearson filed on behalf of Church Property Trustees and 

addresses the appropriate activity status for heritage upgrade works. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 I support controlled activity status for heritage upgrade works.  I do not 

agree with Mr Pearson that permitted activity status would be appropriate. 

5. ACTIVITY STATUS FOR HERITAGE UPGRADE WORKS 

5.1 Mr Pearson, in paragraphs 108 and 109 of his evidence for The Church 

Property Trustees ("CPT"), supports CPT's submission seeking permitted 

activity status for heritage upgrade works, as a way of expediting such 

works. He accepts that heritage upgrade works should be undertaken under 

the control of recognised and appropriately qualified professionals.    
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5.2 The Crown's submission supports controlled activity status for heritage 

upgrade works, as included in Proposal 9 as notified (Rule 9.3.3.2.2 C1).1 I 

have not discussed this submission point in my evidence-in-chief.  

5.3 I support retention of controlled activity status for heritage upgrade works in 

preference to the permitted activity status recommended by Mr Pearson. 

Heritage upgrade works are defined in the Replacement Plan to include 

works needed to satisfy Building Act and Building Code requirements. 

These may include modifications to the structure and activities such as 

temporary shifting of the building.  

5.4 I agree with Mr Pearson that activities of this kind should be undertaken 

under the control of an appropriately qualified and experienced professional 

in order to ensure that adverse impacts on the heritage fabric are avoided 

or minimised.  

5.5 I also consider that heritage upgrade works should be approached in a 

similar way to reconstruction and restoration, which I have discussed in my 

evidence-in-chief2. Consistent with my evidence on reconstruction and 

restoration, I consider that preparation of a conservation plan to guide the 

heritage upgrade works should be encouraged.  Controlled activity status is 

appropriate in my opinion to allow the Council to impose conditions, such as 

the need for a conservation plan, to ensure that heritage upgrade works 

which could have a wide scope and impact on heritage fabric and values, 

are carried out in accordance with best practice.  

5.6 The Crown submission seeks amendments to the matters of control in 

9.3.4.1 to achieve greater clarity and better manage potential effects3.  In 

particular, the Crown submission seeks additional matters of control to 

enable consideration of conservation plans and advice or certification from 

a qualified expert on best practice methods.  I consider these amendments 

are appropriate and adequately support the controlled activity status sought 

in relation to Rule 9.3.3.2.2 C1.  I consider that a further amendment would 

be appropriate to ensure that the expert is experienced.   

 

Ian Alexander Bowman 

18 December 2015 

                                                
1
 Crown's Stage 3 submission, pages 96 to 97. 

2
 Evidence-in-chief of Ian Bowman for the Crown, paragraphs 7.42-7.43. 

3
 Crown’s Stage 3 submission, pages 100 to 101 


