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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 Tēnā tātou anō.  My full name is Craig Aaron Pauling.  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 the submitter evidence in chief filed by Kyle Moore Davis for Te 

Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu (#3722/5059) and dated 10 December 2015. 

 

2.2 I have also read the submitter evidence in chief filed by Yvonne Legarth, 

Ngāi Tahu (#3722) dated 13 January 2016. 

 

2.3 In this rebuttal evidence I comment on the following: 

 The methodology used by Ngāi Tahu to identify, define and map Sites of 

Ngāi Tahu Cultural Significance (SoNTCS); 

 The three categories of SoNTCS including: Wāhi Tapu / Wāhi Taonga, 

Nga Tūranga Tupuna and Ngā Wai; and 

 The nature and extent of the SoNTCS and how these relate to the 

proposed planning provisions. 

  

2.4 Since providing my evidence in chief (EIC), Christchurch City Council 

(CCC) and Ngāi Tahu have been working in a collaborative manner to 

work through matters in relation to the Ngāi Tahu submission.  I have met 

with and discussed the above with Kyle Davis, Yvonne Legarth and Tanya 

Stevens, along with Alan Matheson, Shirley Ferguson and Yvonne Pfluger.  

I will continue to work with Ngāi Tahu and CCC on these matters. 
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3. SITE IDENTIFICATION AND DEFINITION METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 I am familiar with the methodology used by Mr Davis to identify, define and 

map sites outlined in his evidence within paragraphs 25 – 27.  It is very similar 

to what was used in my work in identifying cultural sites and values within the 

Christchurch Landscape Report and the Te Pātaka o Rākaihautū Addendum 

Report.  Both were done using the same base information and processes, 

being the Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu cultural mapping database, and related 

sources.   

 

3.2 The methodology includes looking at traditional place names and information, 

associated archaeological site records, registered HNZPT sites, NTCSA sites 

as well as information contained in Iwi Management Plans, Cultural Impact 

Assessments and other relevant reports to build an understanding of 

significant sites and their values, as well as identifying and defining the 

location and extent of sites.  It also involves working through this information 

with tribal experts and representatives of manawhenua to check and confirm 

information.  On the whole, and subject to the comments below, I consider the 

methodology used to identify sites to be a sound and robust method. 

 

3.3 One issue with the methodology, and the information provided, is around site 

extents.  I believe that this part of the methodology is not well-developed, 

particularly in relation to using large round or oval eclipses.  Put simply, the 

disciplines and methods for the proper identification of indigenous sites of 

significance within a western planning paradigm, both in New Zealand, and I 

would suggest around the world, are under developed.  I believe this is largely 

due to it being a relatively ‘new’ field within planning discipline.  In saying this, I 

do, however, understand why these are used (which I expand on below), and 

have used this approach myself previously. It is my opinion that in some 

places and for particular applications this method is appropriate, but that with 

more work the extents could be refined and made more specific and effective 

in protecting the values associated with the sites within the District Plan. 

 

3.4 In my opinion, the key reasons why the ‘eclipse’ approach is utilised include: 

(a) Firstly, it utilises and expands on the existing and long standing 

method employed for silent files, which utilises a circle eclipse to 

identify the general location of a significant cultural site, without 
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identifying the exact location due to particular sensitivities with the 

cultural values associated with the site.  

 

(b) Secondly, it is used to identify an area where it is known that a mass 

of traditional activity occurred, but where not all of this activity has 

been identified.  For example, this can happen where a concentration 

of Māori archaeological sites have been discovered or identified but 

that this merely indicates the presence of Māori activity in an area, 

and not necessarily ‘the site’ or the extent of the site or area itself.  

Therefore, identifying a broader area is more prudent to protect 

potential ‘find’ sites. 

 

(c) Thirdly, the method also has to do with the relatively nomadic 

lifestyles, and mahinga kai practices of Ngāi Tahu tūpuna, which 

meant large areas of land, coastline and/or specific habitats 

(including wetlands etc) were accessed and utilised for a variety of 

reasons (eg targeting different species).  It is important to consider 

here that in pre-European times, Ngāi Tahu Tūpuna were not 

‘confined’ to just one particular site, and that they had relative 

dominion over their own land, as well as strict controls on who had 

access to certain areas.  This is not to say that particular settlement 

and mahinga sites with clear boundaries did not or do not exist, but in 

some areas and particularly in very early times, these were not as 

necessary. 

 

3.5 One area in particular that fits this approach, is the area from the mouth of the 

Ōpāwaho/Heathcote River to Mātuku takotako/Sumner (and beyond to Te 

Onepoto/Taylors Mistake). I believe that this is potentially one of the most 

significant Māori archaeological areas in New Zealand, as well as being of 

significance in terms of Polynesian culture, anywhere in the world.  This is 

because it contains a concentration of approximately 50 known individual 

Māori archaeological sites, including numerous well known caves that were 

used for habitation and that have had many artefacts recovered from them.  Mr 

Davis’ evidence provides some of this information within paragraphs 29 (y), 29 

(dd) and 31 (b).  In other words, the whole area is significant and was 

extensively utilised in the past.  It is therefore difficult to limit the extent of the 

area because digging around across this area has a high probability of 

uncovering more sites and artefacts. 
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3.6 To reiterate, while I do have some reservations around the eclipse method and 

some of the site extents outlined as a result (which I elaborate on further 

below), and that I think they could be improved with more work, I do 

understand why they are used in places.  As outlined in further detail below, I 

therefore support the inclusion of the SoNTCS in the district plan, but 

recommend either changes/refinement to site extents, and/or some re-

categorisation of sites, and/or amendment to the rule framework applied to 

particular sites.  I also continue to support the need for further and future work 

by Ngāi Tahu and CCC on these sites, and cultural landscapes in general, 

including the potential inclusion of further sites that have not been included at 

present. 

 

4. SITE CATEGORIES 

 

4.1 There are 3 categories of sites used in the Ngāi Tahu submission and 

explained in the evidence of Mr Davis and Ms Legarth.  These are outlined 

collectively in paragraph 27 and further described separately in paragraphs 

28 / 29, 30 / 31 and 32 in the EIC of Mr Davis.  These include: 

(a) Wāhi Tapu / Wāhi Taonga – which are accorded the highest level of 

significance for protection and management, and which include burial 

sites and former pā sites and settlement areas, often with remaining 

or intact archaeological features; 

(b) Ngā Tūranga Tupuna – being the key ‘cultural landscape’ category 

and larger areas of multiple significance; and 

(c) Ngā Wai – basically being the key waterways in the district, largely 

freshwater related. 

 

4.2 I believe these are sound as categories relating to key Ngāi Tahu cultural 

values.  I do however believe that there may be scope to create further 

categories with different rules/matters of discretion due to the differences that 

some hold.  These particular sites and issues are referred to further below. 

 

4.3 For the sake of clarity, in dealing with the sites below, I have referenced both 

the paragraph numbers appearing in Mr Davis’s EIC, followed by the site 

reference numbers from the Ngāi Tahu submission (#3722) and the 

associated maps in Appendix 4 of that submission.   Where I deal with a single 

site, I also provide a name as referenced in the EIC of Mr Davis. 
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4.4 Further to paragraph 2.13 above, in some cases I deal with the sites in 

particular groups, with specific reasons noted.   

 

5. WĀHI TAPU/WĀHI TAONGA SITES 

 

5.1 On the whole, I have very few comments and concerns with most of the sites 

listed under paragraph 29 of Mr Davis’s EIC, along with their extents, and 

support their inclusion in the District Plan.  My reasons and/or exceptions for 

each site are given below.   

 

5.2 29 (a) – (p) / Sites 1-16 - Silent Files: NO ISSUE/ACCEPT.   

(a) I support these sites being included in the District Plan.  These sites 

are the current silent files listed in both the current District Plan as 

well as the Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan.  They are largely 

associated with burial sites and are therefore of high cultural 

significance and worthy of adequate protection in the District Plan.  

Furthermore, they are already recognised and have operated for 

some time.    

 

(b) There is an issue raised in terms of a difference between the extents 

shown between the current District Plan and the Mahaanui Iwi 

Management Plan. I do not know why or how this has happened, 

however I can confirm that the extents shown in the Mahaanui IMP 

match those shown in Te Whakatau Kaupapa, a key iwi management 

plan developed in 1990 and endorsed by the then Ngāi Tahu Māori 

Trust Board.  I do not think it is appropriate to change these original 

1990 extents without a thorough process of assessment involving 

manawhenua.  I do however note that these larger extents may 

create issues where they overlay existing settlement areas, 

particularly in relation to some activities for which control is being sort 

(eg. fencing). This may result in onerous processes for all parties 

including Papatipu Rūnanga, landowners (including Māori 

landowners) and Council.  These may be able to be alleviated if 

certain normal residential activities within existing settlement areas 

were excluded from the rules. 
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5.3 29 (q) - (t), (x) and (y) / Sites 17-20, 24 & 25: NO ISSUE/ACCEPT.   

(a) I support these sites being included in the District Plan. These sites 

are registered with Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT) 

and include such things as pā (fortified villages), kāinga 

(villages/settlements), urupā (burials), wharekarakia (churches), ana 

(caves) and maunga (significant peaks).  Due to the registration 

processes undertaken with HNZPT, each site has been through a 

robust process of identification, research, and in most cases 

mapping. These sites have extents that follow specific property 

boundaries, contour lines, or well researched archaeological extents.  

The landowners affected should already know these places exist, the 

significant values they hold, and that specific management is 

important. 

 

5.4 29 (u) / Site 21– Ōnawe pā: COULD BE IMPROVED/PARTLY ACCEPT. 

(a) I support this being included as it is a well-known and highly 

significant pā site for both Ngāi Tahu and the entire District.  I note 

however that its extent does not follow a specific land parcel and that 

it would be prudent to refine the extent and follow the property 

boundary.  This site is entirely owned by Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu so 

would therefore create no issues with other landowners. 

 

5.5 29 (v) and (w) / Sites 22 & 23: NO ISSUE/ACCEPT.   

(a) These are also registered HNZPT sites located at Ōnuku and 

containing a church and burial grounds.  They have well-defined 

boundaries and are within the extent of Māori Reserves and/or 

Council road reserve. 

 

5.6 29 (z), (aa), (bb) and (ee) - (ll) / Sites 26, 27, 28 & 31- 38 – COULD BE 

IMPROVED/PARTLY ACCEPT. 

(a) I support these sites for inclusion in the District plan. These sites are 

significant and well known and researched/referenced pā/kāinga, as 

well as one church.  However, I believe that the site extents could be 

refined and be based on archaeological assessments and/or plans or 

follow specific property boundaries (similar to Site 29 (dd) Raekura – 

discussed in 2.22 below), rather than using a circle eclipse.  If this is 

done they would be appropriate for rules. 



 

7 
CCC - NCH (9.X Ngai Tahu) - Rebuttal Evidence of Craig Pauling - 15 January 2015.doc 

 

5.7 29 (cc) / Site 29 – Ripapa: NO ISSUE/ACCEPT.  

(a) I support this site for inclusion in the District Plan. This is a significant 

and well-known pā site located entirely on an island, and the site 

extent follows the land boundary. This is land administered by the 

Department of Conversation as a Historic Reserve as well as being a 

Tōpuni area under the Ngāi Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998.  

 

5.8 29 (dd) / Site 30 - Raekura: NO ISSUE/ACCEPT.   

(a) I support this site for inclusion in the District Plan.  This is a significant 

and well-known traditional habitation area located in 

Raekura/Redcliffs.  The site extent has been specifically defined by 

an expert archaeological report by Chris Jacomb.   

 

5.9 29 (mm) – (pp) / Sites 40-43: COULD BE IMPROVED/PARTLY ACCEPT. 

(a) I support these sites being included in the District Plan as they are 

highly significant peaks on the Port Hills, which are also identified in 

the Christchurch Landscape reports and sit within ONLs.  However, 

the site extents could be better refined by following a particular 

contour or natural feature (similar to the extents for Site 29 (q) 

Tuhiraki and 29 (x) Ōteauheke).  This could allow them to sit entirely 

within the ONL overlay areas and be appropriate for rules.   

 

(b) In addition to the above, I believe that numerous other well-known 

culturally significant peaks on the Port Hills and Te Pātaka o 

Rākaihautū/Banks Peninsula could be included. This includes 

Ōtūmatua (Kitcheners Knoll), Ōrongomai (Cass Peak), Te Pohue 

(Sugarloaf), Ōmawete (Coopers Knob) and others noted in the 

Christchurch Landscape Study and Te Pātaka Addendum.     

 

5.10 31 (v) / Site 64 – Kaitorete Spit: COULD BE IMPROVED/PARTLY ACCEPT. 

(a) I support this site being included in the District Plan, as it is a highly 

significant area and landscape for Ngāi Tahu, as well as being partly 

identified as an ONL and SES.  However, its classification as wāhi 

tapu with such a large extent may be problematic and may be able to 

be improved with either specific smaller wāhi tapu sites being 

identified, or being classified as a new category (potentially called 
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wāhi taonga) that has no rules, until it can be further 

assessed/refined.  

 

5.11 Further to the above, there may be some sense and scope in classifying some 

of the wāhi tapu as a new category, potentially called wāhi taonga. This is 

because some sites (particularly including Kaitorete Spit and various 

Peninsula pā sites (eg. Sites 29 (ee)-(ll))) have values associated with 

contemporary mahinga kai that may not be totally compatible with them being 

identified as wāhi tapu, and/or require the same level of protection and rules. 

 

6. NGĀ TŪRANGA TUPUNA SITES 

 

6.1 Overall, I support the identification of the sites included in this category for 

inclusion in the District Plan.  However, I believe there is room for 

improvement, particularly with some of the site extents via better definition, as 

well as looking at some further categories or classifications for some sites 

and/or a different rule structure.  In particular, the very large eclipses could be 

included as a sub-category, with the Ngā Tūranga Tūpuna objectives and 

policies applying, but no rules (at least at this stage).  I address each 

site/grouping of sites below. 

 

6.2 30 (a), (c), (d), (f), (j) / Sites 39, 45, 46, 47, 48 & 52: PARTLY ACCEPT / 

COULD BE IMPROVED. 

(a) I support the identification of these sites for inclusion in the District 

Plan.  These sites are significant and well known pā/kāinga or 

traditional settlement areas that are also identified in the Christchurch 

Landscape reports.  However, the site extents could be better defined 

with more work (eg. archaeological assessment).  This refinement 

could mean that they may be potentially considered within the wāhi 

tapu category.  Alternatively, consideration could also be given to 

developing a new specific category of wāhi taonga with specific 

objectives and policies, and certain limited rules/matters for 

discretion. Further still they could be included under the Ngā Tūranga 

Tupuna category but with no rules until they are further 

assessed/refined. 
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6.3 30 (b) / Site 44 – Raekura ki Matuku Takotako: PARTLY ACCEPT / COULD 

BE IMPROVED. 

(a) I support the identification of this site within the District Plan as it is 

hugely significant area (as previously noted in 2.9 above). However, I 

believe the site extent could be improved via better definition and 

further analysis, which could result in it being split into multiple 

smaller areas and/or listed as different categories.  Another option for 

this area is that it is included with its current extent, potentially as a 

sub-category of Ngā Tūranga Tupuna, but with no rules attached to it 

at present.  

 

6.4 30 (g), (h), (i), (k), (o), (p) / Sites 49, 50, 51, 53, 57 & 58 – PARTLY ACCEPT / 

COULD BE IMPROVED. 

(a) I support the inclusion of these sites within the District Plan as they 

are significant and well-known mahinga kai areas (often with 

associated traditional settlement sites) located at key remnant 

natural / ecological sites.  These are also identified in the 

Christchurch Landscape Study, as well as also being within ONL/SNL 

or SES areas.  However, the site extents could be better defined to 

follow specific property boundaries, archaeological or natural extents 

and/or that align with other overlays. This refinement could therefore 

support specific rules. 

 

6.5 30 (l) / Site 54 - Ti Kouka Fishing Marker: PARTLY ACCEPT / COULD BE 

IMPROVED. 

(a) This site is well known and referenced and is even marked with a 

specific designed fence and a ti kouka (cabbage tree).  However, the 

site extent could be better defined by following property boundaries 

and potentially staying within CCC owned/administered land.  

 

6.6 30 (m) / Site 55 - Market Square: NO ISSUE/ACCEPT. 

(a) I support this site for inclusion in the District Plan. This site is 

significant, well known and well researched/referenced.  It is also 

associated with both traditional settlement as well as early Ngāi Tahu 

and European settler interaction.  It sits within specific property 

boundaries administered by CCC and would be appropriate to 

include with rules. 
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6.7 30 (n) / Site 56 - Little Hagley Park: PARTLY ACCEPT / COULD BE 

IMPROVED. 

(a) I support this site for inclusion in the District Plan. This site is well 

known and referenced and is associated with being a nohoanga 

(camping / resting area) and early Ngāi Tahu and European settler 

interaction. However, its extent could be better defined by following 

property / reserve boundaries and potentially sticking to CCC owned 

/ administered land.  If this was done specific rules could be 

appropriate. 

 

6.8 30 (r) and (s) / Site 60 & 61: PARTLY ACCEPT / COULD BE IMPROVED. 

(a) I support these sites for inclusion in the District Plan.  They are 

associated with both settlement and mahinga kai within Akaroa 

Harbour.  The extents however could be better defined and / or 

included as a sub-category with no rules, until they are further 

assessed/refined.  

 

6.9 30 (t) / Site 62 - Okains Bay: PARTLY ACCEPT / COULD BE IMPROVED. 

(a) I support this site for inclusion in the District Plan as this is a highly 

significant bay associated with Ngāi Tahu migration, settlement and 

mahinga kai.  However, the extent of this site could be better defined 

and potentially split into smaller specific areas (which may include 

some wāhi tapu / wāhi taonga).  It could be included as it is as a sub-

category of Ngā Tūranga Tupuna, but with no rules, until it is further 

assessed/refined. 

 

6.10 30 (u) / Site 63 - Ihutai: PARTLY ACCEPT / COULD BE IMPROVED. 

(a) I support this site for inclusion in the District Plan.  This site is a 

significant and well known area of Ngāi Tahu settlement and mahinga 

kai.  The site as mapped includes the entire estuary as well as an 

important area of former Māori Reserve and settlement (MR900).  I 

would recommend separating this into two separate sites.  One would 

include the entire estuary that follows the natural boundaries and 

matches the existing ONL/SES.  This could be included as a Ngā Wai 

site.  The other would follow the former extent of MR900 and included 

as a Ngā Tūranga Tupuna site.  If this refined site sits entirely within 

CCC administered land it could be appropriate for rules. 
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6.11 30 (w) / Site 65: PARTLY ACCEPT / COULD BE IMPROVED.  

(a) I support this site for inclusion in the District Plan.  This site is 

associated with a settlement area known as Ōhinehou as well as 

early Ngāi Tahu and European settler interaction.  However, the site 

extent could be better defined to take in the area most directly 

associated with the former settlement site, rather than the entire 

township of Lyttleton.  There may be specific smaller sites identified 

with further work.  If it is to be included I would recommend that it is a 

sub-category of Ngā Tūranga Tupuna with no rules, until it is further 

assessed/refined. 

 

6.12 30 (x) / Site 66 – Ōhinehou Archaeological Site: NO ISSUE/ACCEPT. 

(a) I support this site for inclusion in the District Plan.  It is an 

archaeological site associated with the settlement of Ōhinehou that 

included middens, artefacts and ovens.  The site extent follows the 

archaeological assessment and property boundaries.  It would be 

appropriate for rules. 

 

6.13 30 (q), (y), (z) and (aa) / Sites 59, 67, 68 & 69: PARTLY ACCEPT. 

(a) I support these sites for inclusion in the District Plan.  These are all 

islands with well-known Ngāi Tahu associations, largely associated 

with settlement and mahinga kai.  The site extents could be refined 

by following property/island boundaries rather than being eclipses.  

They would be appropriate for rules.  

 

6.14 30 (cc) – (ff) / Sites 71-74: PARTLY ACCEPT / COULD BE IMPROVED. 

(a) I support the intent of these sites for inclusion in the District Plan. 

However, these are very large eclipses and could either be better 

defined or considered as a sub-category of Ngā Tūranga Tupuna with 

no rules attached to them, until they can be further assessed/refined. 

They could also be considered under the Ngā Wai category, as they 

cover whole harbours and lakes and would appear to be protecting 

similar values. 

 

6.15 30 (gg) – (hh) / Sites 75-76: PARTLY ACCEPT / COULD BE IMPROVED. 

(a) I support these sites for inclusion in the District Plan.  They are well 

known landscape features of significance to Ngāi Tahu, particularly in 

relation to migration, settlement and mahinga kai traditions. I 
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recommend that the site extent are adjusted to apply to the 

geological feature with a small buffer, rather than an eclipse.  They 

would be appropriate for rules. 

 

6.16 30 (ii) / Site 77 & 96: Te Tai o Mahaanui.  

(a) These are long strips covering the entire coastal zone within the 

District, which I am not in a position to fully assess.  I am however 

aware of the Statutory Acknowledgement for Te Tai O Mahaanui 

(Schedule 101 of the Ngāi Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998) 

covers this coastal strip with the intent that Ngāi Tahu values 

associated with the coastal environment would be better 

recognised and provided for under the RMA 1991.  Based on this I 

therefore believe these strips would be appropriate for inclusion in 

the District Plan, and potentially with accompanying rules. 

 

7. NGĀ WAI 

 

7.1 I have no issue with the sites identified as these largely match the sites 

identified via the Christchurch Landscape Report as significant landscapes. 

Furthermore, there are numerous sources of information in relation to the 

cultural significance of these waterways, including various parts of the Ngāi 

Tahu Claims Settlement Act which are referenced in paragraphs 32 (a)-(s) of 

Mr Davis’ EIC.  I do believe however that to better protect Ngāi Tahu values 

associated with these sites that the extents of the currently mapped sites could 

be extended to include all remnant channels, and not just current waterways. 

This may be something to consider with further work. 

 

7.2 I also note that the Huritini / Haslwell River within the district is not identified 

which I know has significant cultural values, including those outlined in the 

South West Christchurch Area Plan and associated references.  I believe there 

are other culturally significant waterways, particularly on Te Pātaka o 

Rākaihautū/Banks Peninsula that may also be worthy on inclusion with further 

work. 

 

8. PLANNING PROVISIONS 

 

8.1 I have not undertaken a full review of the planning evidence and analysis of 

the provisions relating to the SoNTCS, outlined in the evidence of Ms Legarth. 
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In this regard, I rely on the evidence of Ms Ferguson for the Council.  I have 

however considered the information and evidence, to understand how the 

values related to the SoNTCS would be protected and/or managed, under the 

approach proposed by Ngāi Tahu.   

 

8.2 In doing this I have also read the rebuttal evidence of Shirley Ferguson who 

has worked most closely with Ms Legarth in assessing the provisions.  From 

my review of Mrs Ferguson’s rebuttal evidence I agree that: 

(a) Without refinement of certain site extents and/or re-categorisation of 

some sites and/or changes to some rules associated with sites the 

suite or provisions proposed by Ngāi Tahu may be unduly onerous on 

all parties, including manawhenua. 

(b) Further work and collaborative effort is required in respect of the 

maps and provisions and would be worthwhile. 

(c) The larger extent of silent files should be identified on the planning 

maps but the rules amended so that these are efficient and effective 

for existing settlement areas. 

(d) Rules are the most appropriate method to protect and manage the 

wāhi tapu sites, however further consideration needs to be given to 

the proposed rule package to ensure the rules are efficient and 

effective. 

(e) Further consideration is given to the appropriate provisions for both 

Ngā Tūranga Tupuna and Ngā Wai sites through continued work with 

Ngāi Tahu.   

 

Ngā mihi. 

 

 

Craig Aaron Pauling 

15 January 2016 


