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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Fiona Jane Wykes.  My experience and qualifications are 

set out in my evidence in chief dated 2 December 2015.  

 

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to 

comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I 

am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, 

and that this evidence is within my area of expertise except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.  The Council has 

agreed to me giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my 

duties under the Code of Conduct. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 I have read and now respond to the evidence in chief filed by the following 

submitters: 

 

(a) Dr Lochhead for Restore Christchurch Cathedral Group 

Incorporated (#3279); 

(b) Mr Hill for Taylors Mistake Association Incorporated (#3525); 

(c) Dr Lochhead for The Great Christchurch Building Trust (#3558); 

(d) Mr Anderton for The Great Christchurch Building Trust (#3558); 

(e) Mr Holley for the Church Property Trustees (#3610); 

(f) Mr Abbott for Chris and Janet Abbott (#3672); 

(g) Ms May for Te Wharau Investments Ltd (#3290); 

(h) Ms Burgess for Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (#3674); 

(i) Mr Pearson for the Church Property Trustees (#3670 and an 

additional late submission filed on 9 December 20151); 

(j) Ms Kerrigan for the Roman Catholic Bishop of the Diocese of 

Christchurch (#3692 and #3670); 

(k) Mr Bowman for the Crown (#3721);  

(l) Mr Gilmore for Greg and Mia Gaba (#3639); 

(m) Mr Mace for the Roman Catholic Bishop of the Diocese of 

Christchurch (#3692); and 

                                                   
1
 At the time of writing this evidence I am not aware of the status of this submission including its submission number.  I have 

responded to the evidence filed in support of this submission on a prospective basis. 
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(n) Ms Halliday for the Roman Catholic Bishop of the Diocese of 

Christchurch (#3692). 

 

2.2 The evidence of Ms Burgess and Ms Kerrigan indicates that they agree with 

the views expressed in my evidence in chief. I therefore do not address these 

statements of evidence further in my rebuttal evidence. 

 

3. CHRISTCHURCH CATHEDRAL  

 

3.1 I confirm I have read the evidence in chief of the following submitters in 

relation to the Christchurch Cathedral:  

 

(a) Restore Christchurch Cathedral Group Incorporated (#3279) - Dr 

Lochhead; 

(b) The Great Christchurch Building Trust (#3558) - Dr Lochhead and Mr 

Anderton; and 

(c) Church Property Trustees (#3670) - Mr Holley. 

 

3.2 Nothing in that evidence changes the views I have expressed in my evidence 

in chief in relation to this site. Mr Andrew Marriott in his rebuttal evidence 

has stated that he agrees with the level of deconstruction proposed in the 

engineering evidence of Mr John Hare, and Mr Gavin Stanley has stated 

that the costings information provided was insufficient to reach a detailed 

conclusion. I consider that the building would retain its high heritage 

significance, even deconstructed to the level discussed by Mr Marriott in 

his evidence. Given Mr Stanley is unable to reach any informed conclusion 

on costings, I remain of the view expressed in my evidence in chief that the 

building should continue to be listed.  

 

4. TAYLORS MISTAKE/BOULDER BAY/HOBSON'S BAY BACHES – (#3525) Taylors 

Mistake Association Incorporated - Mr Hill, (#3672) Chris and Janet Abbott - Mr 

Abbott 

 

4.1 I confirm I have read the evidence in chief of the above submitters.  I respond 

as follows: 

 

(a) Baches 1 and 2 - Mr Hill states at paragraphs 3.9, 7.2, 12.4, 13.1 and 

13.2 of his evidence that Baches 1 and 2 may meet the criteria for 
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being listed as items of high significance on the basis of their 

importance to the identity of the area. I visited these baches on 14 

December 2015 and  I am not satisfied that these baches meet the 

relevant criteria for high significance, as there is insufficient 

information to support this claim. 

 

(b) Mr Hill states at paragraphs 3.9, 7.3, 12.6 and 13.3 - 13.13 of his 

evidence that Baches 28, 30, 31, 32, 33, 47, 49, 56, 57, 59, and 68 

are of heritage significance and should be listed in the pRDP and has 

attached a statement of significance as an appendix to support his 

view. At present I do not accept Mr Hill's view as there is currently 

insufficient information in the attached appendix to demonstrate the 

buildings' heritage significance. I will be carrying out a site visit on 8 

January 2016 to assess the buildings.  

 

(c) Further evidence would be required in the statements of significance 

to inform and verify historical and social significance and architectural 

and aesthetic significance for the following baches - 28, 30, 32, 33, 

47, 49, 56, 57, 59, and 68. Further evidence is required in the 

statement of significance for Bach 31 around architectural and 

aesthetic significance. In addition, authenticity and integrity for all of 

these baches would need to be verified through the site visit on 8 

January 2016.  

 

(d) Bach 4, Boulder Bay - Mr Abbott’s evidence, with supporting 

information from Peter and Helen Allpress, states that he is seeking 

listing for this bach in the pRDP. I do not agree that this bach should 

be listed. I have undertaken a site visit on 14
 
December 2015 and 

consider that there is not enough integrity and authenticity remaining 

in this bach to demonstrate heritage significance.  

 

(e) Bach 10, Boulder Bay - Mr Abbott’s evidence, with supporting 

information from Ron and Valicia Vette, states that he is seeking 

listing for this bach in the pRDP. Further information would need to 

be provided around historical and social significance, as well as 

architectural and aesthetic significance. I undertook a site visit on 14 

December 2015. I note that the construction materials of the bach 

differ from those described in the information provided by the 
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submitter. I was unable to access the bach internally. This, combined 

with the need for further information means that I am not in a position 

to agree that this bach should be listed.  

 

(f) Although there is not currently enough information provided for any of 

the above listing proposals, I am willing to continue working with the 

owners of the properties until the hearings to try to obtain sufficient 

information to make an informed decision on the individual listings of 

the buildings. I am intending to visit all the properties prior to the 

hearings in 2016.  

 

5. TE WHARAU INVESTMENTS LTD (#3290)- Ms May  

 

5.1 I confirm I have read the evidence in chief filed by Jenny May on behalf of the 

above submitter. Ms May in paragraphs 8.2 and 8.4 notes that the dwelling 

Rehutai is in poor condition. I can confirm that having undertaken a site visit on 

8 December 2015, I concur with Ms May's statement. I agree with Ms May's 

statement in paragraph 9.2 that the dwelling still meets the threshold for listing 

in spite of its condition. 

 

6. CHURCH PROPERTY TRUSTEES (#3670) - Mr Pearson  

 

6.1 I confirm I have read the evidence in chief filed by Mr Pearson on behalf of the 

above submitter. Mr Pearson in paragraphs 106 and 107 of his evidence 

states that Church Property Trustees (CPT) do not agree with the proposed 

5m buffer for the Former St Luke's Bell Tower as it was not agreed with CPT's 

heritage architect prior to being included in evidence. I note that an email was 

sent to Mr Pearson on 25 November requesting a discussion on the matter 

and a separate email was sent on 25 November suggesting a potential setting 

of 5m around the bell tower and stating that the setting was to be agreed 

through discussions between Mr Pearson and Mrs Amanda Ohs. Mr Pearson 

did not respond to either of these emails. 

 

6.2 I do not agree with Mr Pearson's statements in paragraphs 106 and 107 that 

the buffer should be reduced to a distance of 2.5m and that this would ensure 

that the heritage values of the bell tower will be protected, as Mr Pearson has 

not explained why he considers that 2.5m will still ensure this protection.  My 

views in relation to this building remain as set out in my evidence in chief.  
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7. THE CROWN (#3721) - Mr Bowman 

 

7.1 I have read the evidence in chief filed by Mr Bowman on behalf of the above 

submitter. Mr Bowman in paragraph 7.52 agrees with my evidence that greater 

flexibility of signage on buildings is required, but he seeks a greater degree of 

flexibility than I propose. I note that mediation was held on this matter on 9 

December 2015 and agreements were reached around size and number of 

signs attached to buildings being dealt with through the Chapter 6 provisions 

to be agreed at a later date. It was also agreed that illuminated signs, but not 

flashing or moving signs, on a heritage item or in a heritage setting can be a 

permitted activity.  

 

7.2 While I agree with Mr Bowman's statement in paragraph 7.51 that flashing or 

illuminated signs were common on buildings from the 1930s, particularly Art 

Deco buildings, I consider that controls around these need to remain where 

new signage is proposed as such signs could have significant adverse effects 

on the heritage values of heritage buildings. I consider that the agreement 

reached at mediation supports this view.  

 

7.3 I consider that the guiding principles for signage on heritage building that Mr 

Bowman lists in paragraph 7.50 are covered by the provisions in the pRDP 

and that these are appropriate for assessing signage. I do not agree with Mr 

Bowman's statement in paragraph 7.51 that historic precedence should also 

be a basis for assessing signage for resource consents as it is not specific 

enough and it is possible that although large signs on building in the past may 

have been acceptable, a modern equivalent may no longer work within the 

current context. 

 

7.4 I note that Mr Bowman agrees with my evidence in paragraph 7.97 and so 

have nothing further to add to this matter.     

 

8. GREG AND MIA GABA, 25 HELMORES LANE (#3639) - Mr  Gilmore 

 

8.1 My evidence in chief stated in paragraph 10.17 that, based on the evidence of 

Andrew Marriott and Jackie Gillies, repairs could be carried out to the building 

in a way that would retain many of the original heritage features, and so I 

considered that the building still met the threshold for listing in the pRDP. 
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8.2 Based on Mr Gilmore's evidence, I understand that the submitter will be 

proceeding with a repair methodology that will be more intrusive, with the 

result that the effect of the work on heritage values will result in a much greater 

loss of heritage fabric and much of the building's heritage values will be lost. 

 

8.3 If this methodology were to be carried out, I agree that the building would no 

longer meet the threshold for heritage listing.  

 

9. ROMAN CATHOLIC BISHOP (#3692) - Mr  Mace and Ms Halliday 

 

9.1 I have reviewed the evidence of Mr Mace and Ms Halliday for the Roman 

Catholic Bishop of the Diocese of Christchurch (#3692) in relation to the 

Cathedral of the Blessed Sacrament.  Nothing in that evidence changes the 

views I have expressed in my evidence in chief in relation to this site.  

 

9.2 Mr Andrew Marriott in his rebuttal evidence has stated that the engineering 

evidence provided by Ms Halliday puts forward options that are all possible, 

and Mr Gavin Stanley has stated that, although he has not been able to carry 

out quantitative checking or in-depth analysis, on their face the costings 

information provided appears to be reasonable. Given the information provided 

does not reach any absolute conclusions, I still hold the views I expressed in 

my evidence in chief that until such time as the deconstruction and 

assessment of the damage to the building has reached a point where there is 

not enough of it remaining or able to be retained for the criteria used to assess 

its significance to be demonstrated, the building still retains its high 

significance as a heritage item.  

 

 

Fiona Jane Wykes 

18 December 2015 


