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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Alan Ross Matheson. My experience and qualifications 

are set out in my evidence in chief for Priority Matter 2 (Temporary 

Activities) dated 18 December 2014. 

 

1.2 With respect to the specific protection of historic heritage interiors, being 

the subject of this evidence, I have been involved in the development of 

Proposal 9, including Topic 9.3 - Historic Heritage as co-chair of the 

Collaborative Advisory Group and Chair of the Technical Advisory 

Group.  The detail of this involvement is set out in the joint statement of 

evidence of myself and Ms Beaumont dated 2 February 2016.  Following 

the direction at paragraph [98](b) of the Panel's minute dated 

22 February 2016, I have attended all formal mediations, informal 

meetings and overseen the development of the revised approach to the 

protection of historic heritage interior fabric. 

 

1.3 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, as my employer, has agreed to me giving expert evidence on its 

behalf in accordance with my duties under the Code of Conduct. 

 

1.4 I confirm that I have read the supplementary evidence for this hearing 

from the following Council witnesses: 

 

(a) Ms Amanda Ohs; and 

(b) Ms Caroline Rachlin. 

 



 

  
 

1.5 In addition to the evidence filed in relation to this proposal, the key 

documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are the following as set out in paragraph 

1.3 of Ms Rachlin's evidence: 

 

(a) Schedule 4 (Statement of Expectations) of the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch District Plan) Order 2014 (Statement 

of Expectations); 

(b) Decision 1 (Strategic Directions) of the Independent Hearings 

Panel (now contained in the Operative Christchurch District 

Plan) (Operative District Plan); 

(c) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS); 

(d) Operative Banks Peninsula District Plan (BPDP); 

(e) Operative Christchurch City Plan (Operative City Plan); 

(f) Christchurch Central Recovery Plan 2012 Te Mahere 'Maraka 

Otautahi (CCRP); 

(g) International Council of Monuments and Site (ICOMOS) New 

Zealand Charter 2010 (ICOMOS NZ Charter 2010);  

(h) Ashburton Operative District Plan 2014 (ADP); 

(i) Wellington Operative District Plan 2000 (WDP); 

(j) New Plymouth Operative District Plan 2005 (NPDP); and 

(k) Notified Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan 2013.  

 

1.6 In addition, I rely on my experience in developing historic heritage 

provisions for the following district plans: 

 

(a) Hauraki Operative District Plan (2014); 

(b) Previous Operative South Waikato District Plan (1998); and 

(c) Proposed Waipa District Plan (Appeals Version July 2014). 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 On 1 April 2016 the Christchurch City Council (Council) filed a 

memorandum of counsel in relation to the Council's approach to the 

protection of interiors under Topic 9.3 of the proposed Replacement 

District Plan. 

 



 

  
 

2.2 This memorandum outlined that the Council would provide 

supplementary evidence providing information on up to 48 Council 

buildings that are listed on the heritage schedule; including: 

 

(a) the Council buildings where interiors are to be scheduled;  

(b) the specific interior fabric to be scheduled; and 

(c) the changes to provisions to accommodate these changes. 

 

2.3 My evidence outlines the overall process undertaken by Council and 

explains the reasons as to why the Council has adopted the proposed 

approach to historic heritage interior fabric, along with a brief analysis 

supporting that approach.  In addition, I comment on the Council's 

proposed approach to addressing the balance of the historic heritage 

buildings with respect to the assessment of interior historic heritage 

fabric and engagement with building owners. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 My evidence sets out the structured and strategic approach Council has 

undertaken with respect to addressing the protection of heritage interiors 

in Council owned heritage buildings.  In my opinion, Council's response 

addresses the challenges set out in the observations and directions 

contained in the Panel's minute of 22 February 2016.  

  

3.2 Although the approach only applies to Council heritage buildings at the 

present time (due to time constraints), in my opinion, it sets up a format 

both in terms of the technical approach and the framework of the pRDP 

that can be applied to the identification, assessment and protection of 

interior fabric of all heritage buildings, should that be proposed by 

Council through a future process. 

 

4. COUNCILLOR CONSIDERATION OF REVISED APPROACH 

 

4.1 Council officers (including myself) report to the District Plan Review 

Subcommittee (Subcommittee) on a weekly basis.  The Subcommittee 

has been regularly informed of the issues arising in submissions, 

mediation, evidence and hearings relating to historic heritage, and in 



 

  
 

particular the content of the Panel's minute of 22 February 2016 relating 

to this matter.  

 

4.2 I reported the outcome of mediation undertaken on 21 and 22 March, to 

the Subcommittee at its meeting on 23 March.  In summary, I advised 

the Subcommittee that: 

 

(a) Council officers had considered the direction contained in the 

Panel's minute at paragraph [61] and the position taken by 

parties at the mediation, as well as the extent of engagement 

and assessment that would be possible within the limited 

timeframe that had been given for provision of supplementary 

evidence about heritage interiors; 

 

(b) in light of these matters and the insufficient time to properly 

engage with building owners in preparation of schedules of 

interior heritage fabric between then and the evidence due date, 

Council officers could support and would progress the 

identification of interior heritage fabric for up to 48 Council 

buildings that are listed in the schedule, are supported by 

conservation management plans and/or are readily able to have 

the interior fabric identified.  My advice to the Subcommittee 

was that this approach aligned best with the direction given by 

the Panel; and 

 

(c) Council officers could not support a general "interim protection 

rule" (eg for a period of 2 years), because time is required to 

consider the best approach to protecting heritage interiors and 

engage with the building owners and organisations with an 

interest in historic heritage.  In particular, the support of 

Heritage New Zealand is seen as critical in assisting in 

formulating the proposed approach. 

 

4.3 The revised approach was endorsed by the Subcommittee at its meeting 

on 23 March and the matters described in paragraphs 4.2(a) and (b) 

above, are set out in the Council's memorandum of 1 April 2016 at 

paragraphs [6] - [11].  In addition, the Subcommittee indicated that the 

development of any future plan change(s) should be undertaken within 



 

  
 

the work programmes and budgets for the Strategy and Transformation 

Group.  

 

5. INTEGRATION OF SCHEDULED INTERIORS INTO THE REVISED PROPOSAL  

 

5.1 The process for the development of both the technical assessment and 

the integration of provisions into the revised proposal are set out in the 

evidence of Ms Ohs and Ms Rachlin respectively.  I concur with and 

adopt their evidence.   

 

5.2 I confirm that I have reviewed and approved all the processes related to 

the technical assessment and recording of heritage fabric, but have not 

been involved in the actual technical heritage work, as this is the sphere 

of the heritage team.   

 

5.3 As set out at paragraphs 5.9 - 5.10 of Ms Rachlin's evidence, I undertook 

a site visit with her and Ms Ohs to test the listing of heritage fabric using 

Cunningham House as an example.  I concur with Ms Rachlin's 

assessment that the information contained in the listing was able to be 

interpreted in an efficient and effective manner, and that our refinements 

related to detail such as clarity of feature location.  I admit that the 

description/names for some particular fabric was not familiar to me, but 

was not so obscure as to not be evident once Ms Ohs explained what 

the term was.  For example, the term "shield" was not clear to me until 

Ms Ohs pointed them out as a feature of the balustrades.  One of the 

refinements suggested by Ms Rachlin and myself was to continue using 

the heritage term and to supplement that with either a more general term 

or with a description.  

 

5.4 I consider that this is no different to other situations where someone 

familiar with the topic is required to provide assistance.  For example, 

many people would not be able to readily identify the physical presence 

in the landscape of archaeological features (eg borrow pit associated 

with Maori gardening) or may not be familiar with the names of protected 

trees to pick them out from within a group of trees.  The use of 

photographs identifying particular heritage fabric being included along 

with the floor plan is one way in which further clarity could be provided.  I 

also note that the services of the Council's heritage team for this level of 



 

  
 

advice is free and in most instances could be resolved by either a phone 

conversation or a meeting on site. 

 

5.5 Having regard to the approach adopted in other district plans that seek to 

protect internal heritage fabric, it is my opinion that the technical 

approach, documentation and level of detail, combined with the setting 

out of that information in the schedule electronically linked to an 

appendix containing the detail within the pRDP, provides clarity and ease 

of use.  It is the best approach I have either been involved in or 

observed. 

 

6. FUTURE PLAN CHANGE(S) 

 

6.1 I confirm that the Council's Annual and Long Term Plans do not contain 

specific line items (within the overall budget) for undertaking the 

preparation of a plan change(s) to address the interior fabric of the 

remaining heritage buildings.  However, on the basis of the work 

undertaken to address the interior of the 48 Council buildings (accepting 

that 36 of these buildings had existing conservation plans to provide 

base information), I am of the understanding that the work to address the 

balance of heritage buildings can be readily incorporated within the 

overall budget. 

 

    

 

 

Alan Matheson 

20 April 2016  

 


