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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Jacqueline Sarah Hilda Gillies. My experience and 

qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 3 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) Mr Ian Bowman for CERA (#3721);  

(b) Mr David Margetts for Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga 

(#FS5029); 

(c) Mr Win Clark for Church Property Trustees (#3670); 

(d) Mr David Pearson for Church Property Trustees (#3670); 

(e) Mr Glenn Taylor for Tailorspace Properties Ltd (#3718); 

(f) Mr Glenn Oldfield for Tailorspace Properties Ltd (#3718); 

(g) Mr Richard Schneideman for Richard Schneideman Investment Trust 

(#3397);  

(h) Mr Brett Gilmore for Greg & Mia Gaba (#3639);  

(i) Ms Katherine Hilton for Girl Guiding New Zealand Incorporated 

(#3369); and 

(j) Ms Mary Ann Halliday for the Catholic Diocese (#3692 and 3670 / 

FS-5007). 
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3. 3364 GIRL GUIDES ASSOCIATION OF NEW ZEALAND INCORPORATED - 

Katherine Hilton  

 

3.1 I have read the evidence of Ms Hilton and note that she agrees with the views 

expressed in my evidence in chief.  I therefore do not address this evidence 

further. 

 

4. 3397 RICHARD SCHNEIDEMAN INVESTMENT TRUST – Richard Schneideman 

 

4.1 I refer to my evidence in chief (at paragraphs 7.91 – 7.99) where I recommend 

that the current listing of the property at 48a Fendalton Road should remain. I 

also refer to paragraphs 12.0 – 12.9 of the evidence in chief of Ms Jennifer 

May, which indicates an opposite view.  

 

4.2 I have reviewed the documents included in Mr Schneideman’s evidence, and 

Mr Dax Morel’s evidence, in particular the drawings included in Appendix B of 

Mr Morel’s evidence. These drawings show the detail of the new foundations, 

their connections to the original structure and the extent of new bracing 

required within the house. I have also had further discussions with Ms May 

regarding the reasoning behind the opinion expressed in her evidence in chief. 

 

4.3 As a result of further considering the information outlined above, I have revised 

my opinion from that stated in my evidence in chief. I now agree with the 

submitter and Ms May that the changes to the heritage fabric of the house 

would be too great to allow it to remain on the Council list.  

 

4.4 I agree with the submitter that the house should be removed from the Council 

list. 

 

5. 3639 - GREG AND MIA GABA - Mr Brett Gilmore  

 

5.1 My evidence in chief discussed two engineering reports, one prepared by 

Gilmore (Structex) and one by Aurecon. I based my evidence on a preference 

for the Aurecon report since it recommended a less intrusive regime of repairs 

and upgrades.  

 

5.2 I understand that the submitter will be proceeding with the works 

recommended in the Structex report rather than those in the Aurecon report. 
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My evidence in chief, at paragraphs 7.11 & 7.12 stated that the effect on 

heritage values from the scale of work proposed by Structex would result in 

too great a loss of heritage fabric and much of its heritage values would be 

lost. 

 

5.3 If the Structex report recommendations were to be carried out, then I would not 

expect the building to continue to meet the threshold for listing in the pRDP. 

 

6. 3718 - TAILORSPACE PROPERTY LIMITED - Mr Glenn Taylor   

 

6.1 The scope of my evidence is limited to Mr Taylor’s comments regarding 

retention of the façade of the Public Trust Office building, at paragraphs 57 – 

60 and 74 of his evidence. 

 

6.2 In paragraph 57, Mr Taylor states that hospitality tenants would be unwilling to 

lease a space that had limited connectivity at street level. As an architect 

specialising in the adaptive re-use of historic buildings, I am aware that 

compromises are necessary, but there are many different ways to achieve an 

owner’s requirements while still protecting heritage values.  

 

6.3 In this instance, I consider that the issue could be solved by means other than 

lowering the ground floor. The existing ground floor could be extended out 

from the building to the back of the pavement by extending the solid ashlar 

base to create an outside terrace. This would provide a different experience for 

the users of the ground floor tenancies than envisaged by Mr Taylor but it 

would still provide connectivity with the street and the importance of the solid 

base of the building, which symbolises strength, would be unaffected. 

 

6.4 I do not agree with Mr Taylor in paragraph 58 that a new floor system, 

presumably with new floor to floor heights, would impact on the placing of the 

windows. I refer to my evidence in chief at paragraph 7.50. 

 

6.5 I do not agree with Mr Taylor’s view in paragraph 60 that façade retention will 

impact heritage values, and will consider each issue below:  

 

(a) Lowering the ground floor (paragraph 60.1 and 60.2) may not be 

necessary, see paragraph 6.3 above. The bank deposit boxes in the 
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ground floor entry foyer of the building would in my view be attractive 

feature in any future development. 

 

(b) Floor heights will not necessarily need to be varied (paragraph 60.3), 

as discussed above at 6.4. 

 

(c) Removing and replacing the windows, (paragraph 60.4) may not be  

necessary if the work is carried out carefully. It may even allow repair 

or other work to be carried out safely. 

 

(d) If a Temporary Protection Plan is prepared for the works, then the 

façade, including the decorative elements, should not be affected by 

the temporary propping (paragraphs 60.6 & 60.7). 

 

6.6 Mr Taylor refers to a report from Jasmax which illustrates the options available 

to his company for the site. I note that the report does not illustrate the façade 

retention option. To aid the Panel, I have prepared a graphic, using the 

material contained in the Jasmax report, to show the appearance of this 

option.  The graphic is attached as Appendix A. 

 

7. 3721 CERA – Mr Ian Bowman  

 

7.1 My evidence will be limited those aspects of Mr Bowman’s evidence which 

relate to the following matters: 

 

(a) Paragraph 5.4 -  greater incorporation of ICOMOS NZ definitions and 

HNZ guidelines in the pRDP; 

(b) Paragraphs 5.16 – 5.22  use of conservation plans; 

(c) Paragraph 7.21 heritage conservation management and heritage 

principles; 

(d) Paragraphs 7.27 – 7.33  repairs and maintenance (with respect to 

definitions); 

(e) Paragraph 7.38 deconstruction with (respect to definitions); 

(f) Paragraph 7.42 reconstruction and restoration (with respect to 

definitions); 

(g) Paragraphs 7.64 – 7.79 Definitions; and 

(h) Paragraph 8.10 Certification. 
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Paragraph 5.4: Greater incorporation of ICOMOS NZ definitions and HNZ guidelines in the 

pRDP 

 

7.2 I note that in paragraph 5.4 of his evidence, Mr Bowman agrees that the 

ICOMOS Charter and the HNZ Guidelines align with the provisions of the 

pRDP, However, he believes that the principles and definitions in the pRDP 

should be better aligned with the Charter. 

 

7.3 As stated in my evidence in chief (at paragraph 4.37), I agree that the 

Definitions in the pRDP do not closely align with some of the definitions in the 

Charter. Since the Charter is the “industry standard” for most aspects of 

historic heritage conservation, I agree with Mr Bowman that the Definitions of 

terms in the pRDP should be brought more into line with the Charter. I deal 

with this aspect of Mr Bowman’s evidence in my paragraph 7.15 below. 

 

Paragraph 5.21: Use of conservation plans 

 

7.4 In Mr Bowman’s evidence (paragraph 5.21) he does not agree that a standard 

template for preparation of conservation plans is appropriate and that the 

model described by James Semple Kerr is flexible enough to suit the wide 

range of plans that might be required. He refers to paragraphs 6.19 – 6.21 of 

my evidence in chief. This part of my evidence considers the use of approved 

or “certified” conservation plans as a means of reducing the degree of 

regulation required by Council when assessing an application. 

 

7.5 I believe that placing additional reliance on conservation plans in place of 

Council regulation would mean that such conservation plans should follow a 

common format in order to maintain consistency and transparency for the 

Council. I agree with Mr Bowman that the Kerr model is the “industry standard 

reference”. In my opinion, it has formed the basis of nearly every competent 

conservation plan prepared here and overseas since the 1980s. However, the 

Kerr document concentrates on the stages of a conservation plan up to and 

including identification of significance and policies to protect that significance 

and is not strong on how those policies should be implemented. 
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7.6 Dr Kerr describes the stages of preparation of a conservation plan as: 

 

(a) First, understanding the building, through documentary and physical 

research, in order to identify significance; and 

 

(b) Second, developing policies in the plan which relate to: 

(i) the condition of the place; 

(ii) external factors affecting the conservation of the place; 

(iii) requirements for retention of significance; and  

(iv) the client’s requirements, or feasible new uses.  

 

7.7 In the Kerr model, this last consideration (the client’s requirements) in my 

opinion, does not anticipate the scale or detail of design and documentation 

that would be required to allow the Council to abandon its control of a consent 

application to a certified conservation plan.  

 

7.8 In contrast, the Christchurch City Council (Council) template includes a 

requirement for inclusion of detailed scopes of work (including engineering 

proposals) for which the consent is being sought, as discussed in my evidence 

in chief at paragraph 6.23. 

 

7.9 Since the conservation plan in this context is being used in a quasi-regulatory 

role, I believe that the Council model with its greater emphasis on 

implementation of the policies will allow the impact of the proposed works to 

be more clearly and more consistently assessed. I also believe that the 

Council model can be applied successfully to small and large projects equally 

and is sufficiently flexible (as discussed in my evidence in chief at paragraph 

5.15).  

 

Paragraphs 7.21 – 7.22: Policy 9.3.2.6 & alignment with ICOMOS NZ Charter 

 

7.10 In Mr Bowman’s evidence (paragraph 7.21), he reiterates a comment in the 

Crown’s submission that Policy 9.3.2.6 should be amended to reflect the 

principles of the Charter. I agree and disagree in part as set out below. 

 

7.11 In paragraph 7.22, he states that a number of additional principles of the 

Charter should be included in the Policy.  
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7.12 Having reviewed these proposed additional principles, it is my opinion that all 

of Mr Bowman’s proposals are already included in the wording of Policy 

9.3.2.6 (although they are in a different order). I therefore consider they do not 

need further amendment, except for one addition shown in red text and one 

amendment to bullet point a) iii in the table below. I agree with Mr Bowman 

that this reference to the ICOMOS Charter should be added to Policy 9.3.2.6 

(a). 

 

Table B – showing comparison between pRDP Policy 9.3.2.6 and Mr Bowman’s evidence, 

paragraph 7.21 & 7.22. 

Policy 9.3.2.6 (a) 

 

Mr Bowman’s 

evidence 

ICOMOS NZ 

Charter 

reference 

a. works to heritage items and settings should follow best 

practice heritage conservation management and heritage 

principles as set out in the ICOMOS NZ Charter 2010. 

 

In particular work should: 

 

7.21  

i) be based on an understanding of, and respect for, 

heritage fabric and values;   

7.22 (a) 

(implied) 

clause 4 

 

ii) involve the least possible loss of heritage fabric and 

values; 

7.22 (c) clause 6 

iii) reinstate retain heritage fabric and values whenever 

possible to maintain or enhance heritage significance;  

(see below) 

 

  

iv) maintain and wherever possible enhance, the 

authenticity and integrity of heritage places, particularly in the 

case of High Significance (Group 1) heritage items and 

heritage settings. 

7.22 (b) clauses 5, 9, 

13 

v) be reversible wherever possible, 7.22 (c) clause 6 

vi) be documented and recorded. 7.22 (e) clauses 11, 12 

 

7.13 I agree with Mr Bowman that clause (iii) above, “reinstate heritage fabric and 

values whenever possible to maintain or enhance heritage significance”, is 

confused and is not aligned with ICOMOS processes and should be amended. 

“Reinstatement” is only one small part of one conservation process described 
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in the Charter (paragraph 19.1). District Plan Policies are intended to be 

general statements of intended effects, but the wording of this clause, being so 

specific, may result in the Policy being skewed to this single aspect of heritage 

conservation.  

 

7.14 To address these issues, my proposal is that paragraph 9.3.2.6 (iii) is 

amended as follows: 

 

(iii) retain, and wherever possible enhance, heritage values and 

heritage fabric. 

 

Paragraph 7.64: Definitions and ICOMOS 

 

7.15 In my evidence in chief I concluded (at paragraph 4.37) that the Principles of 

the Charter and the Guidelines of HNZPT had been incorporated into the 

pRDP to an appropriate degree but that the definitions provided in the pRDP 

should be amended to better align with the Charter. I did not include 

commentary on these definitions in my evidence in chief.  Paragraph 7.64 of 

Mr Bowman’s evidence relates to the definitions of terms in the pRDP and 

proposes greater alignment with the Charter and therefore I have added my 

commentary below. At paragraphs 7.30 – 7.38 of Mr Bowman’s evidence, he 

also touches on definitions and so these matters have also been included 

here. 

  

Paragraph 7.30: Repair and Maintenance 

7.16 In paragraph 7.30, Mr Bowman recommends separation of repair and 

maintenance under two separate headings. This is already the case in the 

pRDP and I agree with Mr Bowman. 

 

Paragraph 7.31: Maintenance 

7.17 In paragraph 7.31, Mr Bowman states that he prefers the definition of 

“Maintenance” found in the HNZPT Guidelines Sheet 3 which includes 

“stabilisation, preservation and conservation”.  I do not agree with this 

statement. The first two of these terms, (“stabilisation” and “preservation”)  are 

not defined in the pRDP. “Stabilisation” in the Charter has a different meaning 

to that implied by Mr Bowman in paragraph 7.32 and “conservation” covers all 

aspects of activity relating to the preservation of heritage places.  
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7.67: Heritage Fabric 

7.18 In paragraph 7.67, Mr Bowman is referring to that aspect of the definition of 

Heritage Fabric described as “moveable contents”. In my view, it appears he 

has misunderstood the definition. The pRDP definition of Heritage Fabric, 

bullet point (c), relates to “contents which are fixed or fitted … and form part of 

the heritage significance of the place…..”(my emphasis) (ie not moveable).   

 

7.19 However, I believe that the examples “church fonts, pews and lecterns” should 

be deleted. I consider these examples produce unintentional emphasis on a 

detail at the expense of the intention of the term. If the items are both fixed and 

“integral to the heritage significance of the place”, as defined in the pRDP, 

then they are included in heritage fabric. If not, they are not heritage fabric and 

can be treated accordingly.  

 

7.78: Moveable Content 

7.20 Mr Bowman returns to the topic of moveable content in paragraphs 7.78. & 

7.79. I agree with Mr Bowman’s opinion in paragraph 7.79 that moveable 

contents should not be regulated by a District Plan. However, the Crown’s 

submission, to which he refers in paragraph 7.78 is an example of 

misunderstanding or misreading of the definitions. The pRDP definition of 

Heritage Fabric refers to “contents which are fixed or fitted” which are by 

definition not moveable. The Charter definition of “Contents” only relates to 

moveable contents which are not fixed. I agree with Mr Bowman that it would 

not be appropriate for a local authority to regulate items such as paintings, 

furniture etc. Since this appears to be another area of misunderstanding in the 

submissions received, with heightened sensitivity over moveable contents, I 

suggest that bullet point 3 of the pRDP definition of “Heritage Fabric” is 

changed to “Fixtures and fittings of a building, structure or feature which form 

part of the design or significance of a heritage item” rather than “contents 

which are fixed or fitted to a building, ….” 

 

7.69: Historic heritage place & Heritage item 

7.21 I agree with Mr Bowman’s proposal in paragraph 7.69 that both the terms 

“Historic heritage place" and "heritage item” should be replaced with “place” or 

“heritage place”. The definition of “Place” in the Charter includes the diverse 

range of buildings, features and sites which can be described as a heritage 
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“place”. The Charter definition, in my opinion, is more appropriate than the 

terms “Historic heritage place” and “Heritage item”.  

 

7.42 & 7.70: Reconstruction 

7.22 I agree with Mr Bowman’s evidence in paragraphs 7.42 and 7.70, that the 

word “new”  should be added as follows for the definition of “Reconstruction”. 

The proposed amended definition should read (with the addition shown in red 

underline): 

 

 “in relation to a heritage item or heritage setting, means to rebuild part of 

a building, structure or feature which has been lost, as closely as possible 

to a documented earlier form using new materials”.…  

 

7.23 I consider this amendment would bring the definition into alignment with the 

Charter definition of “Reconstruction”. 

 

7.24 In paragraph 7.70 Mr Bowman recommends a change in the wording to allow 

a clear distinction to be made between “Reconstruction” and “Restoration” 

which in lay usage are often confused.   

 

7.25 The pRDP definition of “restoration” aligns almost word for word with the 

Charter and reads; 

 

 “Restoration means to return a place to a known earlier form, by 

reassembly and reinstatement, and/or by removal of elements that detract 

from its cultural heritage values”. 

 

7.26 Both definitions include the terms “reassembly” and “reinstatement” to explain 

“restoration”. It seems to me to add another layer of difficulty if the user must 

then look up these definitions as well. While these are then defined in the 

Charter, they are not defined in the pRDP. My proposed amendment to the 

definition would be as follows; 

 

“Restoration means to return a place to a known earlier form using 

existing materials, by reassembly and reinstatement, and/or by removal of 

elements that detract from its cultural heritage values”. 
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7.27 In short, “Reconstruction” involves new materials, while “Restoration” involves 

existing materials. This distinction is a simplified expression of the Charter 

definitions of these two commonly misinterpreted terms and in my opinion a 

statement such as this would be most helpful to users of the plan. 

 

7.71: Heritage Setting and Setting 

7.28 I agree with Mr Bowman’s opinion in paragraph 7.71 of his evidence that 

“Heritage Setting” should be defined as per the Charter definition of “Setting”. I 

also agree with him that the phrase in the pRDP which refers to “but have not 

made the significance threshold in their own right” is not appropriate and 

appears to infer that it is only physical features within the setting that 

contribute to the setting of a heritage building or feature. 

 

7.72: Deconstruction for Reconstruction 

7.29 I agree with Mr Bowman’s evidence in paragraph 7.72 that deconstruction for 

reconstruction should not be included in the definition of “demolition”. The 

Charter does not contemplate the activity of demolition as a conservation 

process and does not therefore include its definition. I consider that the words 

“or deconstruction” should be deleted from the definition of “demolition” 

because of its association with “deconstruction for the purposes of 

reconstruction”. 

 

7.30 The pRDP definition of “demolition” is complicated by the fact that it includes 

the term “deconstruction” but this is not defined in the pRDP. Since this term is 

used in the text of the pRDP elsewhere and in common usage with respect to 

repair of heritage buildings, I propose that a new definition is included in the 

pRDP and my proposed wording is as follows; 

 

“Deconstruction – means to carefully dismantle a building or feature in such a 

way that it may be later reconstructed if desired.”   

 

7.31 I therefore consider that the definition of “Demolition” is amended to delete 

reference to “or deconstruction” and specifically excluding “deconstruction for 

the purposes of reconstruction” as follows; 

 

“Demolition in relation to a heritage item, means destruction or deconstruction 

in whole or in substantial part of a heritage item which results in the complete 
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or significant loss of the heritage form or fabric. It does not include 

deconstruction for the purpose of reconstruction.” 

 

 7.73:  Partial demolition 

7.32 In paragraph 7.73, Mr Bowman supports the HNZPT definition of “partial 

demolition”. I agree with Mr Bowman, although, as noted above, it is not 

addressed by the Charter. “Partial demolition” is included in the definition of 

“Alterations” (bullet point 1 of the pRDP) but is not defined. I therefore consider 

it should be added, and Mr Bowman’s suggestion of the HNZPT definition 

(albeit in a shortened form to aid usability in the plan), is most helpful.  

 

 7.77: Alteration 

7.33 I agree with Mr Bowman’s evidence in paragraph 7.77 with respect to the 

definition of “Alterations” in the pRDP.  

 

7.34 I also agree that an additional clause should be inserted to describe 

reconstruction and reinstatement as “Alterations”, subject to the addition of the 

Charter definition of “Reinstatement” being added to the pRDP. 

 

8. 3674 - HERITAGE NEW ZEALAND – Mr Dave Margetts 

 

8.1 My rebuttal evidence will address those aspects of Mr Margetts’ evidence 

which relate to definitions and reconstruction and restoration, as discussed 

below.  

 

 7.7: Section 9.0 Definitions 

8.2 In paragraph 7.7 of Mr Margetts’ evidence he states that the pRDP definition of 

Heritage fabric is not clear (in the context of heritage interiors). I consider that 

if the pRDP definition is read with emphasis on the phrase “which contributes 

to its heritage values” as the over-riding filter, it is clear what is and what is not 

included as “heritage fabric”. However, in order to avoid any confusion, I 

consider the definition should be modified slightly to ensure that the 

contribution of the fabric to the heritage significance of the place is 

emphasised, perhaps by the underlining of the phrase “which contributes to its 

heritage values”. 
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 (9.7) Reconstruction and Restoration 

 

8.3 I agree with Mr Margetts that the understanding of the general public with 

respect to these two terms (Reconstruction and Restoration) does not always 

align with their definition in the Charter.  

 

8.4 I have set out above in paragraphs 7.25 and 7.26 my proposed wording for 

“Reconstruction” and “Restoration” and consider that these will substantially 

reduce the misunderstanding and misuse of these two terms.  

 

8.5 Since these two terms have quite different meanings – one to construct a 

replica, and one to restore fabric to its original place -  I do not agree that the 

two terms should be conjoined as proposed by Mr Margetts. 

 

9. 3610 - CHURCH PROPERTY TRUSTEES – Mr Winston Clark  

 

9.1 In Mr Clark’s evidence (at paragraphs 6.3, 6.5, 6.8 and 6.10) he makes a 

recommendation that maintenance, repair (including building code upgrades) 

heritage investigative works and temporary works, and reconstruction should 

all be permitted activities if a suitably qualified heritage architect or engineer is 

supervising the project. 

 

9.2 I refer to and rely on my evidence in chief at paragraph 6.17. I do not consider 

that his recommendation can be practically implemented and therefore do not 

support Mr Clark’s proposal. 

 

10. 3610 - CHURCH PROPERTY TRUSTEES – Mr Dave Pearson 

 

10.1 At Paragraphs 118 & 119, Mr Pearson recommends that “repairs and 

reconstruction work should be under the direction and control of recognised 

and appropriately qualified heritage professionals that may include a heritage 

engineer and/or heritage architect.” 

 

10.2 Although he is not explicit, I assume he is referring to the proposed 

certification of such engineers or architects. As stated above, I do not agree 

with this proposal.  
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11. 3692 and 3670 / FS-5007 - ROMAN CATHOLIC BISHOP OF THE DIOCESE – Ms 

Mary Ann Halliday 

 

11.1 Ms Halliday refers to certification in paragraph 22 of her evidence, but it is not 

clear whether she is referring to a certified professional or a certified 

conservation plan. If it is the former, then I do not agree with Ms Halliday as 

discussed in my evidence in chief paragraphs 6.17 and 6.18. However, if she 

is referring to a certified conservation plan then I would support the proposal, 

as stated in my evidence in chief at paragraph 6.30. 

 

 

Jacqueline Sarah Hilda Gillies  

18 December 2015 
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APPENDIX  A – TAILORSPACE ARTISTS IMPRESSION OF RETAINED FAÇADE  



Artist’s Impression showing retention of facade to Public Trust Office


