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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Tēnā tātou anō.  My full name is Craig Aaron Pauling.   I have prepared a brief 

of evidence in this matter dated 2 December 2015 and a statement of rebuttal 

evidence in this matter dated 15 January 2016. My experience and 

qualifications are as 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 Following the conclusion of the hearing for this matter Ngāi Tahu and 

Christchurch City Council (Council) have progressed a joint works programme 

(as set out in the schedule attached to the joint memorandum of counsel dated 

18 February 2016).   

2.2 As part of this, I have undertaken further work in relation to cultural values 

mapping along with Mr Davis on behalf of Ngāi Tahu.  The purpose of this 

work was to further refine the extents of sites of cultural significance to Ngāi 

Tahu identified in Ngāi Tahu's submission.   

2.3 The purpose of this supplementary evidence is to explain the work that has 

been undertaken, the methodology that was used, and the findings.  

2.4 I note that my evidence focusses solely on issues relating to mapping.  The 

planning response that is proposed by the Council in relation to these revised 

maps is outlined in the evidence of Ms Ferguson.  Issues of scope will be 

addressed by the Council in legal submissions. 

2.5 This evidence will cover: 

(a) The methodology used for refinement of mapping of the sites of 

cultural significance to Ngāi Tahu; 
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(b) The identification of a potential fourth category of cultural significance 

to Ngāi Tahu, referred to as Ngā Tūtohu Whenua; and 

(c) An explanation of the key reasons behind the changes to the mapped 

extents of sites of cultural significance to Ngāi Tahu. 

3. METHODOLOGY FOR REFINEMENT OF MAPPING 

3.1 The following methodology was used by Mr Davis and myself in refining the 

site extents and the mapping of Ngāi Tahu Sites of Significance: 

(a) Reviewing the evidence provided for the sites and establishing which 

sites needed refinement. 

 

(b) Gaining further information in relation to sites that required refinement 

including reviewing: 

 

(i) Published archaeological reports, particularly those including 

archaeological maps; 

(ii) Heritage New Zealand listing maps, reports and supporting 

material; 

(iii) Cave maps (source: Main, L. (ed.)(2004) The New Zealand 

Cave Atlas, volume two, New Zealand Speleological Society, 

Waitomo Caves, N.Z.); 

(iv) NZAA site reports and supplementary information that include 

further descriptions, physical address and site drawings;  

(v) Early survey maps of the Christchurch district that show the 

extent and types of past vegetation and landscape features 

(including waterways, forests, lakes, lagoons and wetlands); 

(vi) Other Council maps and information including overlays for Sites 

of Ecological Significance, Heritage sites, Outstanding Natural 

Landscapes, Significant Landscapes and features; waterways, 

and areas of Natural Character in the coastal environment; 

(vii) Relevant property boundaries and parcels (including Māori 

Reserves); 

(viii) Topographic maps; and 

(ix) Other supporting historical references, newspaper articles, court 

records and manuscripts. 
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(c) Utilising the above information to develop new shapes/extents that 

could be considered for the relevant sites that were more 

representative and took into account: 

 

(i) Referenced/mapped archaeological extents and material (eg. 

palisade walls, burials, gardens, house sites, fencing, 

mounds, middens); 

(ii) Topography and contours (particularly related to peaks, 

headlands and gullies); 

(iii) Key landscape features and vegetation, both past and present 

(including geological/rock outcrops, caves, reefs, headlands, 

gullies, waterways, wetlands, forests and vegetation) that 

relate to the functioning/values associated with the site (eg. 

mahinga kai, water source, waka landings, and shelter); 

(iv) Other known archaeological find sites; and 

(v) Property/land parcel information (including the Māori 

reserves). 

 

(d) The refined draft site extents were then mapped to allow them to be 

discussed and reviewed by Papatipu Rūnanga representatives of the 

RWFG, as well as relevant Council and TRoNT staff.  A copy of these 

maps is attached to my evidence as Attachment A. 

 

4. NEW CATEGORY OF SITES OF CULTURAL SIGNIFICANCE 

4.1 As part of the refinement work, and along with other changes noted in the 

following section, the idea of re-shaping and re-classifying the large 

‘catchment’ ellipses on Banks Peninsula (sites 71-74), as well as adding 

further catchments, under the title ‘Ngā Tūtohu Whenua’ was developed. 

4.2 This came about due to these sites being significantly different from all of the 

other sites identified in that they covered multiple values and sites across a 

whole ‘catchment’ and relating to key waterbodies including Whakaraupō 

(Lyttelton Harbour), Koukourārata (Port Levy), Akaroa and Wairewa (Lake 

Forsyth).    

4.3 The concept of Ngā Tūtohu Whenua comes from section 5.8 of the Mahaanui 

Iwi Management Plan, which states: 

“Ngā tūtohu whenua, or cultural landscapes, is a concept used in this IMP to 
recognise areas and places of particular importance. As a planning tool, 
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cultural landscapes are a culturally meaningful and effective framework for 
the identification, protection and management of sites and places of 
significance, the multiple values associated with those sites and places, and 
the relationship of tangata whenua to them.” (p163) 

 
“A cultural landscape is a geographical area with particular (and often related) 
traditional, historical, spiritual and ecological value to Ngāi Tahu. An area may 
be identified as a cultural landscape due to the concentration of values in a 
particular location, the particular importance of the area to Ngāi Tahu cultural, 
history or identity, or the need to manage an area as a particular landscape 
unit. Cultural landscapes are integral to Ngāi Tahu culture, identity and 
history, and are testament to relationship of tangata whenua with the land 
over time. They are intergenerational: providing future generations (our 
tamariki and mokopuna) the opportunity to experience and engage with the 
landscape as their tūpuna once did.” (p165) 

 

4.4 I believe that sites 71-74 fit into the above definition due to them being 

significantly different from other sites identified as Ngā Tūranga Tūpuna, Wāhi 

Tapu/Wāhi Taonga or Ngā Wai.  These other sites cover much smaller and 

specific areas and values, often associated with a particular pā or kāinga or 

settlement area or landscape feature.  

 

4.5 The refined shapes for sites 71-74 also fit with the Ngāi Tahu concept of Ki Uta 

Ki Tai – meaning from the mountains to the sea – and the idea of the 

interconnected nature of cultural values within these areas.   By taking in the 

entire catchment they better encapsulate all of the values related to and 

affecting the key waterbodies originally identified.  

 

4.6 I understand that there are issues of scope in relation to including the 

proposed Ngā Tūtohu whenua maps in the Plan, since these were not 

identified in Ngāi Tahu's submission.  This will be addressed by the Council in 

its legal submissions. 

 

5. ANALYSIS OF THE REASONS BEHIND THE CHANGES TO THE MAPPED 

EXTENTS 

5.1 To begin explaining the reasons behind the changes to mapped site extents, it 

is important to note a number of key points: 

(a) Due to the further information we reviewed some of the refined 

shapes became larger, while in other cases they became smaller.  

Overall, however, it is considered that the new shapes are better 

representations of the sites, and the values they are attempting to 

protect. 
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(b) Further information also resulted in the need to consider new sites 

being included, as well as the need to consider a change in site 

classification, and/or develop an additional classification for certain 

sites (including the idea of Ngā Tūtohu Whenua – discussed above).  

 

(c) The refinement of site names (including correct spelling and the 

inclusion of macrons) were also considered, and can be given further 

review to ensure these are correct should a schedule of Sites of Ngāi 

Tahu Significance be included in the revised District Plan. 

 

(d) A substantial list of further sites not currently included were also 

identified for future consideration, but this requires further work and 

research to properly map, define and categorise. 

 

(e) The idea of including all NZAA ‘habitation’ caves as wāhi tapu/wāhi 

taonga was also developed.  It was recognised that these caves are 

of unique significance to the district, being natural landscape 

features, as well as being significant to the cultural heritage of Ngāi 

Tahu Whānui as places of habitation, as well as being places were 

taonga (including koiwi) were kept.  

 

5.2 The following sections set out the key reasons for changes for the site extents 

in groupings of similar sites within each site category.  At this point in time, I 

understand that the changes to the site extents outlined below are supported 

by Mr Davis, unless otherwise stated as my own opinion.  Following mediation, 

I understand that agreement was not reached in relation to new extents and 

classification for sites 71 to 74. I however support the alternative 

representation of these sites as Ngā Tūtohu Whenua (as discussed above). 

  

Wāhi Tapu/Wāhi Taonga 

 

5.3 Sites 1-16 - Silent Files:   

 

(a) No changes were made to the extent of these sites as these were 

supported in initial evidence.  The maps produced do however show 

the difference between the extents shown in the notified Plan and 

those from the Ngāi Tahu submission. 
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5.4 Sites 17-20 & 22-24: Heritage New Zealand Wāhi Tapu 

 

(a) No changes were made to the extent of these sites as these were 

supported in initial evidence. 

 

(b) During the refinement work, however, it was discovered that one 

previously registered Heritage New Zealand (HNZ) Wāhi Tapu listing 

was not included in the Ngāi Tahu submission, but should have been. 

This is for the Ōmaru Puna Wai (HNZ listing 7601) which is a specific 

site within Site 2 or Silent File 31 for Rāpaki relating to a significant 

spring of Ōmaru Stream. 

 

5.5 Site 21: Ōnawe pā 

 

(a) This site extent was changed to match the map extent in the HNZ 

listing description, which includes a better representation that 

considers topography and an archaeological plan. The proposed 

change is smaller than the originally submitted extent. 

 

5.6 Site 25: Moncks Cave 

 

(a) This site extent was changed by merging the initial extent with the 

CCC Historic Heritage extent for Moncks Cave, rather than the strict 

property parcel used by HNZ in the HNZ listing description. The new 

extent includes a better representation that considers topography and 

an archaeological plan, as well as the area of the cave underneath 

the land and the 'entrance' / area in front of the cave. The proposed 

change is slightly larger than the originally submitted extent. 

 

5.7 Site 26: Te Whare Karakia ki Puāri 

 

(a) This site extent was changed to match the map extent in the HNZ 

listing description which includes a better representation that 

considers the building footprint.  The proposed change is smaller 

than the originally submitted extent. 

 

5.8 Site 27: Ōruaka pā 
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(a) This site extent was changed to match the map extent in HNZ 

listing description which includes a better representation that 

considers topography and an archaeological plan.  The proposed 

change is smaller than the originally submitted extent. 

 

5.9 Site 28: Takapūneke   

 

(a) This site extent was changed to match the map extent in HNZ 

listing description which includes a better representation that 

considers topography and landscape features, and that also 

includes the accompanying reefs that are important for mahinga 

kai associated with the kāinga.  The proposed change is larger than 

the originally submitted extent. 

 

5.10 Site 29: Ripapa  

 

(a) This site extent was changed to a more representative shape that 

considers landscape features, topography, coastline and includes 

the surrounding reefs that are important for mahinga kai 

associated with the pā.  The proposed change is larger than the 

originally submitted extent. 

 

5.11 Site 30: Raekura   

 

(a) This site extent was changed to include not only the initial shape that 

is based on an archaeological plan, but that also considers the 

significant landscape features associated with the original kāinga, 

being the cliffs, outcrops and caves adjoining the site.  This includes 

the CCC heritage site for Te Ana a Hineraki (Moa Bone Point Cave) 

and NZAA site M36/85. The proposed change is larger than the 

originally submitted extent, but is largely within redzoned land. 

 

5.12 Sites 31-38: Peninsula pā sites  

 

(a) These site extents were changed to create more representative 

shapes that consider archaeological plans, key landscape features, 

topography as well as coastline/reefs that are important to the values 

associated with the pā.  This includes sheltered gullies, puna wai 
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(water sources), māra kai (gardens), tauranga waka (waka landings) 

and wāhi mahinga kai moana (seafood gathering areas). The 

changed extents also consider recorded archaeological sites within 

the vicinity of the pā.  The proposed changes are smaller than the 

originally submitted extents. 

 

5.13 Sites 40-43: Wāhi Tapu Maunga 

 

(a) These site extents were changed to a more representative shape that 

considers topography and geological landforms that largely follow the 

300 metre contour, as per the extents used for other maunga sites 

originally submitted that utilised the HNZ listing maps, including sites 

11 (Tuhiraki) and 24 (Ōteauheke).  The proposed changes are 

smaller than the originally submitted extents, with the exception of Te 

Ahu Pātiki.     

 

5.14 Site 64: Kaitorete 

 

(a) This site extent was changed to a more representative shape that 

follows natural coastlines and that connects up with the extents for 

sites 45 (Waikākahi) and 74 (Wairewa). The proposed extent also 

considers multiple known NZAA, rūnanga and DOC recorded sites 

and is smaller than the originally submitted extent.  

 

(b) With this site, I believe there is the potential that with further work 

separate and/or more specific wāhi tapu areas could be identified 

which could allow the larger site extent to be considered as a Ngā 

Tūranga Tūpuna site. 

 

Ngā Tūranga Tūpuna 

 

5.15 Sites 39 & 46: Te Pā Whakataka and Ōhinetahi 

 

(a) These site extents were changed to create more representative 

shapes that consider archaeological evidence, key landscape 

features, topography as well as coastline/reefs that are important to 

the values associated with the pā.  This includes sheltered gullies, 

puna wai (water sources), māra kai (gardens), tauranga waka (waka 
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landings) and wāhi mahinga kai moana (seafood gathering areas). 

The changed extents also consider recorded archaeological sites 

within the vicinity.  The proposed changes are smaller than the 

originally submitted extents. 

 

5.16 Site 44: Raekura ki Matuku Takotako 

 

(a) This site extent was changed to a more representative shape that 

considers the multiple values of this significant area, including the 

large concentration of recorded archaeological sites, key landscape 

features and topography that are important to the cultural values 

associated with the area including beaches, caves, streams and 

valleys.  It also encapsulates a catchment style – Ki Uta Ki Tai 

approach to reflect this significance.  This proposed change results in 

a larger, but more representative shape. 

 

(b) I believe this is a site/area, much like site 64 (Kaitorete), with further 

research and analysis could result in the identification of more 

specific wāhi tapu sites and/or a further refinement in the refined 

extent of the Ngā Tūranga Tūpuna area.   

 

(c) Consideration was also given to identifying all recorded NZAA Rock 

Shelters/Habitation Caves and any site that has been through the 

NZAA upgrade project as further wāhi tapu, however there has not 

been enough time to include these on the maps.  Again, with further 

work these could be achieved.  

 

5.17 Sites 45: Waikākahi Pā 

 

(a) This site extent was changed to a more representative shape that 

considers the former Te Waihora lake edge and maximum inundation 

geomorphology via a digital elevation model (DEM), as well as 

topography and key landscape features that are important to the 

values of the settlement. The proposed changes result in a smaller 

shape than the originally submitted extents. 

 

(b) An additional area, known as Te Marokura, was added that considers 

NZAA sites (M36/79 and M36/86) and the extent for M36/79 as 
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denoted by an archaeological plan found in Bassett et al. (2004) 

'Gardening at the Edge: Documenting the Limits of Tropical 

Polynesian Kumara Horticulture in Southern New Zealand', 

Geoarchaeology, vol. 19, No. 3, pp.185-218. This area is a garden 

site associated with Waikākahi and Te Puia pā. 

 

(c) I believe, that with this site extent refinement, the site could be 

considered as a wāhi tapu/wāhi taonga area, as well as a larger 

shape encapsulating the wider pā-kāinga-māra kai complex of Te 

Puia, Waikākahi and Te Marokura being included as a Ngā Tūranga 

Tūpuna.  

 

5.18 Site 47 & 48: Tautahi and Puāri Pā 

 

(a) These site extents were changed to include a consideration of the 

liveable extent of these settlements base on dryland vegetation 

extents from the Drainage Board interpretation of the 1856 Black Map 

survey map series and also consider descriptions in Heritage New 

Zealand listings, as well as including numerous recorded NZAA sites 

in the vicinity.  These proposed shapes are larger than the originally 

submitted sites. 

 

(b) Another extent was developed that considers descriptions from the 

references listed below. This extent is more representative of a 

central occupation area of the overall pā complex and includes 

several NZAA sites within the vicinity.  This proposed extent is 

smaller than the originally submitted extent: 

 

(i) Tau, R.T.M. (1994) Puaari: Canterbury Provincial Council 

Buildings, unpublished report, Christchurch N.Z.; 

(ii) HNZ (2005) Puāri pā HNZ Wāhi Tapu Registration Proposal 

7607;    

(iii) Tau, R.T.M., Goodall, A., Palmer, D. & Tau, R. (1990) Te 

Whakatau Kaupapa: Ngai Tahu Resource Management 

Strategy for the Canterbury Region, Aoraki Press, 

Wellington. Page 5-23.   
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5.19 Site 52: Te Kai a Te Karoro 

 

(a) Two new shapes were developed. This first follows the property 

parcel of the Council Reserve and considers the Estuary foreshore 

and NZAA sites M35/293 and M35/294.  This proposed extent is 

larger than the originally submitted extent but is within CCC reserve 

land. 

 

(b) The second shape includes the extent of shape set out above but 

also includes an area that connects through to the coastline of the 

beach directly associated with the pā. This proposed extent is larger 

than the originally submitted extent and includes areas of private 

residential land. 

 

5.20 Sites 49, 50, 51, 53, 57 & 58: Wāhi Mahinga Kai 

 

(a) These site extents were changed to more representative shapes that 

consider the extent of vegetation, hydrological and landscape 

features from the Drainage Board interpretation of the 1856 Black 

Map survey map series, as well as other references and recorded 

NZAA sites and accompanying descriptions in the vicinity.   

 

(b) Some of the proposed shapes are slightly larger, while others are 

smaller than the originally submitted extents, but all are more 

representative of the values associated with the sites. 

 

5.21 Site 54: Ti Kouka Fishing Marker 

 

(a) This site extent was changed to a shape that has been tightened to 

apply only to the actual tree/marker. The proposed shape is smaller 

than the originally submitted site. 

 

5.22 Site 55: Market Square  

 

(a) No changes were made to this site extent as it was supported in 

initial evidence.  I believe that this site could be considered as a wāhi 

tapu/wāhi taonga. 
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5.23 Site 56: Little Hagley Park 

 

(a) Two new shapes were developed. The first considers the entire 

extent of modern day 'Little Hagley Park' and the upper portion of 

North Hagley Park, and that part of the Ōtakaro/Avon adjacent to 

it.  This proposed extent is larger than the originally submitted extent 

but is within CCC reserve land. 

 

(b) The second shape considers the probable extent of the former 

Māori reserve allocated within Little Hagley Park and as described 

in the references outlined below. The proposed shape is smaller 

than the originally submitted site. 

(i) Arthur, G. (1977) 'Māoris angry over Little Hagley Park 

'reserve', The Press, 14 July, Page X; and  

(ii) Taylor, W.A. (1935) Portion of a Deed of Hagley Park 

showing the Native Reserve. CM 1968.213.2430. William 

Anderson Taylor Photograph Collection, Canterbury 

Museum.  

 

5.24 Sites 60 & 61: Takamatua and Takapūneke 

 

(a) These site extents were changed to create more representative 

shapes that considers topography and landscape features that are 

important to the settlements.  They also include recorded NZAA sites 

(N36/93 and N37/11) and follows a catchment style – Ki Uta Ki Tai 

approach, noting that any activities in the immediate gully have the 

potential to impact on the values of these areas. 

 

5.25 Site 62: Okains Bay 

 

(a) This site was changed to a shape that considers topography, key 

landscape features and a follows a catchment style approach and 

that also considers NZAA sites N36/77, N36/78 and N36/80.  This 

proposed extent is larger than the originally submitted extent. 

 

(b) I believe that with further research and analysis this site could result 

in the identification of more specific wāhi tapu/wāhi taonga sites 
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and/or a further refinement in the refined extent of the Ngā Tūranga 

Tūpuna area.   

 

5.26 Site 63: Ihutai 

 

(a) This site extent was changed to create a more representative shape 

that considers the position of the former Māori reserve (MR900), 

council reserves and NZAA sites M35/305, M35/296, M35/295, 

M35/301, M35/300, M35/325, M35/322, M36/44 and M35/45.  The 

new shape also connects with the Ngā Wai shape/site for Ihutai as 

well as other nearby Ngā Tūranga Tūpuna. The proposed shape is 

smaller than the originally submitted site. 

 

5.27 Site 65: Ōhinehou 

 

(a) This site extent was changed to a shape that considers topography 

and a follows a catchment style approach and also considers multiple 

NZAA sites: M36/229, M36/42 and M36/43.  The proposed shape is 

bigger than the originally submitted site. 

 

5.28 Site 66 – Ōhinehou Archaeological Site 

 

(a) No changes were made to this site extent as it was supported in 

initial evidence.  I believe that this site could be considered as a wāhi 

tapu/wāhi taonga. 

 

5.29 Sites 59, 67, 68 & 69: Motu / Islands 

 

(a) These site extents were changed to more representative shapes that 

consider key landscape features, topography, coastline features, 

including reefs that are important to the values associated with the 

islands, including settlement and mahinga kai areas. The proposed 

shape is smaller than the originally submitted site. 

 

5.30 Site 70: Purau 

 

(a) This site extent was changed to a shape that considers topography 

and a follows a catchment style approach. Also considers former 
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Māori Reserve and multiple NZAA sites and in particular the 

occupation site described in M36/7. 

  

(b) I believe that with further research and analysis this site could result 

in the identification of more specific wāhi tapu/wāhi taonga sites 

and/or a further refinement in the refined extent of the Ngā Tūranga 

Tūpuna area. 

 

5.31 Sites 71-74:  Whakaraupō, Koukourārata, Akaroa and Wairewa 

 

(a) These sites were changed shapes that consider topography and a 

follows a catchment style approach and for potential inclusion as Ngā 

Tūtohu Whenua (as discussed in 4 above). 

 

5.32 Sites 75 & 76: Tuawera and Rapanui  

 

(a) These site extents were changed to create a more representative 

shape that considers the extent of geological outcrop and associated 

remnant lithic material at low-tide.  The proposed shapes are smaller 

than the originally submitted sites. 

 

5.33 Sites 77 & 96: Te Tai o Mahaanui  

 

(a) These site extents were changed to incorporate CCC data and 

mapping of the Coastal Environment that attempt to reflect the 

values associated with Te Tai o Mahaanui and the coastal 

Statutory Acknowledgement area. 

 

Ngā Wai  

 

5.34 Sites 78-95 

 

(a) Ngā wai site extents were changed by utilising the CCC dataset of 

mapped existing waterways (including remnant channels).   

 

(b) I believe that further work is required to overlaying these with the 

1856 Black Map extent that could potentially create more 

representative shapes relating to cultural values. 
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(c) Additional ngā wai have been included for following waterways noting 

their special significance to Papatipu Rūnanga: 

(i) Huritini/Halswell River; 

(ii) Cashmere Stream; 

(iii) Koukourārata Stream; 

(iv) Ōmaru Stream; and 

(v) Ōpara Stream. 

 
6. CONCLUSION 

6.1 In my opinion, the further work undertaken with Mr Davis in refining the extents 

of the sites identified in the Ngāi Tahu submission was essential and very 

useful.  I consider the refined sites to be the best representation of sites of 

significance to Ngāi Tahu, based on available information, and within the 

constraints of this process.  Therefore this has addressed the concerns I 

raised in my earlier evidence. 

6.2 I do believe, however, that with further work on some sites as indicated above, 

that further refinement is still possible.  Furthermore, ongoing work is critical in 

researching, identifying and assessing other sites that have not yet been 

included, but that may be worthy of inclusion in the District Plan.  I remain 

committed to assisting with this process and the important work of recognising 

and providing of sites of significance to Ngāi Tahu. 

 

Ngā mihi 

 

 

CRAIG AARON PAULING 

15 APRIL 2016 
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Attachment A 
 

Maps Showing Sites of Cultural Significance to Ngāi Tahu  
(available on the Hearings Panel website) 

 
 
 


