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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Craig Aaron Pauling.  I have prepared a brief of evidence in 

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

this matter dated 15 January 2016 and supplementary evidence dated 15 

April 2016. 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 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the supplementary 

evidence of Mr Kyle Davis on behalf of Ngāi Tahu, dated 22 April 2016. In 

particular it addresses the following issues: 

 

(a) Mr Davis's evidence on outstanding mapping issues in relation to 

sites 30, 45, 50, 51, 56, 57 and 64;  

 

(b) Mr Davis's evidence on the Ngā Tutohu Whenua category;  

 

(c) Notes a number of corrections / amendments to my supplementary 

evidence due to the inclusion of more detailed mapping of sites 

attached to this evidence; and 

 

(d) In response to a request from Ms Ferguson, the potential for 

buildings to affect the values of sites of cultural significance to Ngāi 

Tahu. 
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3. OUTSTANDING MAPPING ISSUES 

 

3.1 As is clear from my supplementary evidence dated 15 April 2016, and Mr 

Davis' supplementary evidence of 22 April 2016, there is general agreement 

between us in relation to the mapping of sites.  However, Mr Davis has 

identified some issues with a number of key sites which I respond to below.  

 

3.2 Site 30 - Raekura: I agree with the evidence of Mr Davis and note that the 

mapped site extents Mr Davis included in his evidence of 22 April 2016 are 

supported by me and are now attached to my evidence.  Mr Davis has 

helpfully noted and shown how the refined site extent goes beyond the original 

shape identified in Ngai Tahu's submission.  However, the enlarged site extent 

(beyond what was identified in the submission) applies largely to Crown owned 

red zone land. 

 

3.3 Site 45 - Waikakahi: I agree with the evidence of Mr Davis and note the 

mapped site extents Mr Davis includes in his evidence of 22 April 2016 are 

supported by me and are now attached to my evidence.  In particular, I agree 

with Mr Davis that this site, with the addition of the shape relating to the mara 

kai tawhito (gardens) at Te Marokura, should be included as a wāhi tapu/wāhi 

taonga. This has therefore been mapped as such in the attached maps.  

Although the Te Marokura shape is outside of the original extent of Site 45, as 

Mr Davis notes, it is within the original extent of Site 64 - Kaitorete (A wāhi 

tapu/wāhi taonga site), as is the entire extent of Site 45. 

 

3.4 Sites 50 - Ōruapaeroa, and 51 - Waikākāriki/Te Oranga: I agree with the 

evidence of Mr Davis and note that the mapped site extents Mr Davis includes 

in his evidence of 22 April 2016 are supported by me and are now attached to 

my evidence. Mr Davis has helpfully noted and shown how the refined site 

extents go beyond the original shape identified in Ngai Tahu's submission, but 

that this is largely within Crown owned red zone land. 

 

3.5 Site 56 - Little Hagley Park: I agree with the evidence of Mr Davis and note 

that the mapped extent of this site attached to my evidence has been 

amended to match the preferred extent shown in Mr Davis Map 4a attached to 

his evidence of 22 April 2016.  
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3.6 Site 57 - Pūtarikamotu: Mr Davis’s rebuttal evidence provides 3 options for this 

site.  In my opinion, shape a) which considers the former extent of vegetation 

from the 1856 “black map’ of Christchurch is the best representation, as it is 

consistent with the refinement other similar sites (eg Sites 50, 51).  This extent 

is shown in the maps attached to my evidence along with the original ellipse 

and option shape b) from Mr Davis’s evidence.  However, while I have 

identified all three shapes, shape (a) is in my opinion the best representation. 

 

3.7 Site 64 - Kaitorete: I agree with Mr Davis’s statement in his evidence about the 

mapping extent and the significance of this site, particularly due to the high 

concentration of archaeological sites within it.  I also agree that it is worthy of 

being included as a wāhi tapu/wāhi taonga.  However, I note that my 

supplementary evidence of 15 April 2016 simply noted that I believe ‘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’.  I did not state that it should be a Ngā Tūranga Tūpuna, nor do I 

believe it can be included as this type at present. Therefore the attached map 

for this site shows it as a wāhi tapu/wāhi taonga. 

 

4. NGĀ TŪTOHU WHENUA  

 

4.1 The rebuttal evidence of Mr Davis generally agrees with my supplementary 

evidence in relation to Ngā Tūtohu Whenua, but provides the additional 

opinion that the original ellipse shapes are equally viable as an expression of 

Ngai Tahu cultural values, particularly focusing on where future development 

may take place.   

 

4.2 I agree that the Ngā Tūtohu Whenua concept was my idea.  I proposed this 

during conferencing, as an option to be explored due to the original sites 

identified in the submission of Ngai Tahu on Te Pātaka o Rākaihautū / Bank's 

Peninsula being significantly different to other Ngā Tūranga Tūpuna, both in 

scale and that they covered multiple sites and values.  

 

4.3 I stand by my opinion that the proposed Ngā Tūtohu Whenua shapes provide 

the best representation of cultural landscape values associated with the 

original areas included.  I also consider that this new category, with 

corresponding policies and objectives, and with the potential for certain rules, 
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is an appropriate way to recognise and provide for Ngāi Tahu cultural values 

associated with the areas identified.  

 

4.4 I do however acknowledge that if the intention behind Ngai Tahu's submission 

in identifying the ellipses on Bank's Peninsula was to cover/capture areas 

most likely to be developed within the catchments (and therefore potentially 

affect values), then the larger catchment shapes may go beyond what is 

necessary.  With this in mind, I can only suggest that a potential 3
rd

 option may 

exist where a Ngā Tūranga Tūpuna shape could be created that follows a 

particular contour from the coast up to where development may be reasonably 

envisioned.  This of course has not be discussed or worked through, and that 

careful work on rules would need to undertaken. 

 

4.5 In summary, I still believe that a separate category is helpful and could be 

effective in recognising and providing for Ngāi Tahu cultural values associated 

with the areas originally identified in Ngai Tahu's submission.  Although, as I 

acknowledged in my supplementary evidence of 15 April, this raises issues of 

scope – which I understand will be addressed by counsel in legal submissions. 

 

4.6 I also note that the idea of including other catchments under the Ngā Tūtohu 

Whenua category was also discussed, but was not able to be agreed 

including: 

 Poranui ki Timutimu (Southern Bays, Banks Peninsula); 

 Koukourārata ki Pōhau (Northern Bays, Banks Peninsula); 

 Ihutai (Avon-Heathcote Estuary and catchment);  

 Pūharakekenui (Styx River & Brooklands Lagoon); and 

 Te Waihora (Lake Ellesmere tributaries, Kaituna area). 

 

4.7 I am of the view that with more time and further research this issue could be 

resolved more satisfactorily, and could allow for more defined Wāhi Tapu/Wāhi 

Taonga, Ngā Tūranga Tūpuna and Ngā Tūtohu Whenua areas being 

identified.  It has simply not been possible within the constraints of the 

process, as helpful as it has been. 

 

5. AMENDMENTS TO SUPPLEMENTARY EVIDENCE DUE TO DETAILED MAPPING 

 

5.1 Due to not having the specific site mapping completed at a detailed scale 

ahead of my supplementary evidence on 15 April 2016, some relevant 
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information in relation to the difference in extents was not included. The 

following note specific amendments which provide this information, which can 

be read with the attached detailed site maps. 

 

5.2 Further to the above, for all sites where the refined site extent extends beyond 

the original ellipse or shape identified in Ngai Tahu's submission, the original 

ellipse has been included on the map (in order to assist the Panel with 

questions relating to scope).  Where the refined extent is smaller, or within the 

original ellipse, the ellipse has not been shown. 

 

5.3 Sites 34 - Ngā Toko Ono pā, 35 – Pae Karoro pā, and 37 – Ōkaruru pā: My 

supplementary evidence of 15 April 2016 noted that all Peninsula pā sites 

were smaller than the originally submitted extents.  However for Sites 34, 35 

and 37, parts of the refined extents do extend beyond the originally submitted 

ellipses. These are therefore shown on the attached maps where this 

extension occurs. 

 

5.4 Sites 41 - Te Poho o Tamatea, and 43 - Te Ahu Pātiki:  Again, my 

supplementary evidence noted that all Wāhi Tapu - Maunga were smaller than 

the originally submitted extents.  However for Sites 41 and 43, parts of the 

refined extents do extend beyond the originally submitted ellipses. These are 

therefore shown on the attached maps where this extension occurs. 

 

5.5 Site 49 - Te Riu o Te Aika Kawa: My supplementary evidence did not identify 

that two options for Site 49 were developed during conferencing between 

myself and Mr Davis. The two options are shown on the attached maps, as 

well as the original ellipse, to show where the refined shape options extend 

beyond the original ellipse.  

 

The first option is based on a consideration of topography, coastline and 

linking the lagoon to the Pūharakekenui Māori Reserve and the liveable area 

between the lagoon and the Pūharakekenui/Styx River.  It also uses 

vegetation and waterway extents from the 1856 Black Map of Christchurch.  

This option extends beyond the original ellipse, but in my opinion the best 

representation of the site and its values as it is consistent with the approach 

used for similar sites.   
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The second option is based on extents used in the CCC ONL dataset and 

additional linework to link with the Pūharakekenui/Styx River and includes the 

Māori Reserve and coastline.  This option is within the original ellipse. 

 

5.6 Sites 75 – Tuawera, and 76 - Rapanui: My supplementary evidence noted that 

these two sites were smaller than the originally submitted extents.  However, 

upon investigation of the refined maps at a more detailed scale, it is apparent 

that the refined extents in fact extend beyond the originally submitted ellipses. 

In the case of Site 76, the refined shape occurs entirely beyond the original 

shape, but is however now covering the correct feature.  This is shown on the 

attached maps. 

 

5.7 Site 97 – Ōmaru Puna Wai: This site is discussed in my supplementary 

evidence and has been agreed by Mr Davis and myself as being appropriate 

for inclusion in the District Plan, as it is a Heritage New Zealand registered 

Wāhi Tapu (listing 7601).  This site has not currently been mapped however, 

due to no data being available from Heritage New Zealand.  Mr Davis and I 

have agreed that we will work on developing a map for this site for the Panel's 

consideration, and will lodge this with the Panel as part of a joint statement, 

prior to the hearing. 

 

6. OTHER ISSUES 

 

6.1 Effects of Buildings on Cultural Values - Ms Ferguson has asked me to 

comment on the potential effects of buildings on cultural values, as distinct 

from effects on cultural values from soil disturbance. 

 

6.2 The issue, as I understand it, could arise where a building development could 

have an impact on the cultural values associated with a site, not only due to 

soil disturbance and particular wāhi tapu values, but also due to the buildings 

positioning, colour, shape, height etc that affect wider cultural values 

associated with particular wāhi tapu/wāhi taonga sites, such as maunga 

(mountains) and the view shafts and general character associated with these. 

 

6.3 Therefore, in my opinion, it is important to have controls on buildings (not just 

earthworks) to avoid this and adequately protect the range of values 

associated with wāhi tapu/wāhi taonga sites.    
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7. CONCLUSION 

7.1 I wish to reiterate that the further work undertaken with Mr Davis and Ngāi 

Tahu in refining the extents of the Ngāi Tahu sites of significance has been 

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.   

7.2 While the work undertaken to date has responded to all of the sites identified 

in Ngai Tahu's submission, I continue to believe that further work is necessary 

to incorporate sites that have not yet been identified and included, which could 

be done through a future plan change.  I note the inclusion of a policy on this 

in the revised proposal which I support.  Getting a work programme in place 

between CCC and Ngāi Tahu would be a good step to progress this.  I also 

believe that as part of this further work on some of the existing sites could 

result in further refinement and potentially better outcomes. 

7.3 I confirm my commitment to assist with this process and the important work of 

recognising and providing of sites of significance to Ngāi Tahu in the 

Christchurch District. 

Nei rā taku mihi uruhau ki to tātou tūpuna mō tōu rātou mātauraka i tuku iho.   

Rātou ki a rātou, tātou ki a tātou.  

Ki aku whanauka, rau rangatira mā, tēnā koutou, tēnā koutou, tēnā tātou katoa. 

 

 

 

Craig Aaron Pauling  

29 April 2016 


