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1. Introduction 

1.1 Experience and Qualifications 

1.1.1 My full name is Andrew Cameron Maclennan. 

1.1.2 I am an Associate at the firm Incite. I hold a Bachelor of Science in Land Planning and 
Development from Otago University and a Masters of Resource Management from Massey 
University. I am an Associate Member of the New Zealand Planning Institute and a member 
of the Resource Management Law Association. 

1.1.3 I have 10 years’ planning experience working in both local government and the private 
sector. During this time, I have worked in policy planning roles, consent processing roles, and 
consent applicant roles.  

1.1.4 My policy planning experience includes working for a range of councils drafting provisions 
for regional policy statements, regional plans, coastal plans, and district plans. I have also 
drafted associated section 32 evaluation reports, section 42A reports and undertaken 
reporting officer roles. I have experience participating in Environment Court processes such 
as expert conferencing, mediation, and hearings on plans and plan changes.  

1.1.5 My relevant work experience includes: 

o S42A reporting officer for the Waimakariri District Plan   

o S42A reporting officer for the Otago Regional Policy Statement  

o S42A reporting officer for the Marlborough Environment Plan   

o S42A reporting officer for the Hurunui District Plan  

1.1.6 Although this is a Council hearing, I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert 
Witnesses contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and that I have complied 
with it when preparing this report. 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. Having reviewed the submitters and further submitters relevant 
to this topic, I advise there are no conflicts of interest that would impede me from providing 
independent advice to the Hearings Panel. 

1.2 Purpose and Scope of this Report 

1.2.1 The purpose of this report is to provide the Hearing Panel with a summary and analysis of 
the submissions received on this topic and to make recommendations in response to those 
submissions, to assist the Hearing Panel in evaluating and deciding on the submissions. 

1.2.2 This report is prepared under s42A of the RMA in relation to Historic Heritage (HH) and 
Notable Trees (TREES) to the PDP. It covers the following matters: 
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o Provisions relating to the Historic Heritage chapter, including general submissions to 
that chapter; 

o Provisions relating to the Notable Trees chapter; 

o Mapping of Historic Heritage Items including Schedule 3 – Schedule of Historic 
Heritage Items, and Schedule 4 – Schedules of Historic Heritage Areas; 

o Mapping of Notable Trees including Schedule 5 – Schedule of Notable Trees, and 
Schedule 5B – Schedule of Notable Groups of Trees; 

o Definitions relating to the above provisions including Heritage Setting, Historic 
Heritage and Historic Heritage Item.  

1.2.3 This report considers the submissions and further submissions that were received in relation 
to Historic Heritage Items (HHIs) and Historic Heritage Areas (HHAs), and Notable Trees 
including Notable Groups of Trees. It includes recommendations to either retain provisions 
without amendment, delete, add to or amend the provisions, in response to these 
submissions. All recommended amendments are shown by way of strikeout and underlining 
in Appendix 1 to this Report, or, in relation to mapping, through recommended spatial 
amendments to the mapping. Footnoted references to the relevant submitter(s) identify the 
scope for each recommended change. 

1.2.4 Some of the analysis and recommendations of submissions relating to HHIs and HHAs has 
been informed by evidence prepared by Ann McEwen, Heritage Consultant.  Dr. McEwan’s 
evidence can be found in Appendix 3 along with 18 attachments relating to particular HHI’s.  

1.2.5 The conclusions reached and recommendations made in this report are not binding on the 
Hearing Panel.  It should not be assumed that the Hearing Panel will reach the same 
conclusions having considered all the information in the submissions and the evidence to be 
brought before them, by the submitters. 

1.3 Procedural Matters 

1.3.1 There have been no pre-hearing conferences or expert witness conferencing in relation to 
submissions on these topics. 

1.3.2 To better understand matters raised in their submissions, Council staff member 
(Brigitte de Ronde) has had informal discussions with the following submitters and non-
submitters who have had submissions made relating to their property:  

o Nicky Snoyink of Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society for New Zealand Inc.; 

o Arlene Baird of New Zealand Heritage Pouhere Taonga; 

o Lee Ann Burdon, Chairperson of the Orari Equestrian Centre located at the Orari 
racecourse; 

o Mark Weaver, Chair of the Racecourse Trustees; 

o Mr Ashley Shewan (owner 60 Orbell Street);  

o Mrs Leech (owner of 16 Sefton St /9 Sarah St); 
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o Mr Chris Leech (owner of 16 Sefton St/9 Sarah St) to understand his reaction to the 
submission concerning his property; 

o Mr Anyos Gonczy (owner of 32 Bidwell St) to understand his reaction to submission 
concerning his property.  

1.3.3 Site visits were undertaken by the Council staff member (Brigitte de Ronde) and Dr. Ann 
McEwan (Heritage Consultant) on 21st and 22nd of August 2024, to assess Schedule 3 related 
submissions.  Sites included the following: 

o Orari Racecourse 

o 60 Orbell St 

o 32 Bidwill St (ex-Whare Nana Maturnity Hospital) 

o 16 Sefton St/9 Sarah St (ex – Alton Girls Boarding) 

o Canterbury Car Club  

o Site of HHI 23 (Coastal Artillery Battery) – at the Alliance Smithfield site 

2. Topic Overview  
2.1 Summary of Relevant Provisions of the PDP

2.1.1 This report relates to provisions associated with the Historic Heritage chapter and the 
Notable Trees chapter. This section of the report provides a brief summary of the provisions 
relevant to this topic. Two chapters are the subject of this report along with the Schedules 
that relate to each chapter as follows. 

Historic Heritage (HH) chapter 

2.1.2 The HH chapter contains objectives, policies and rules the purpose of which are to recognise 
and provide for the protection of historic heritage (HH) within Timaru District as is required 
under s6 – Matters of National Importance, RMA.  Historic Heritage Items (HHIs) include 
buildings, monuments, structures, and sites. They can also provide valuable connections 
with and information about the past.   There are two elements of HH – Historic Heritage 
Items (HHI) and Historic Heritage Areas (HHA). 

Schedules 3 and 4 – Schedules of Historic Heritage (SCHED3-4) 

2.1.3 There are HHI spread throughout the district but with a particular concentration in Timaru, 
Temuka and Geraldine.  SCHED3 contains 208 items and SCHED4 contains 2 areas, namely 
Stafford Street HHA and Caroline Bay HHA. Every HHI and HHA is notated on planning maps 
and the setting of HHIs (where appropriate) is also notated on maps and is called the 
Heritage Item Extent. There are 11 HHI where the interior elements of the HHI are protected. 

Notable Trees (TREE) chapter 

2.1.4 The Notable trees chapter also contains objectives, policies and rules to protect trees and 
groups of trees with significant values. Council uses the Standard Tree Evaluation Method 
(STEM) to measure the significance of a tree or groups of trees based on the following 
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factors: size, position, the presence of other trees, scarcity of the species, the tree’s role in 
the particular location, life expectancy, form, scientific value, historic value, cultural value, 
function value, ecological value and street landscape value. Notable trees are typically 
mature trees with notable structural form and health.  Small and less prominent trees can 
be significant if a tree scores well on a number of criteria, or when a tree commemorates a 
notable person or significant event. 

Schedule 5 - Schedule of Notable Trees (SCHED5) 

2.1.5 SCHED5 – Schedule of Notable Trees includes 169 individual trees while SCHED5B – Schedule 
of Notable Groups of Trees includes 27 groups of trees.  Notable Trees and Notable Groups 
of Trees are notated on planning maps with the number of the scheduled item.  

2.2 Background to Relevant Provisions 

2.2.1 The Historic Heritage Section 32 report1 raises a number of issues and addresses relevant 
background matters.  It notes that a separate consultation process has been undertaken with 
Tangata Whenua regarding the identification and protection of taonga.  This is addressed in 
other chapters of the PDP, such as Sites and Areas of Significance to Māori.   

2.2.2 The PDP includes criteria for scheduling HHI but does not clarify the basis for distinguishing 
between Category A and B items. It notes that most District Plans use a two-tiered approach, 
where Category A listings receive the highest level of protection and Category B slightly less, 
often as a discretionary activity. For instance, demolition is typically restricted for Category 
B HHI, whereas it is non-complying for Category A. The use of these two categories also 
creates variation in the activity status of some rules, reflecting the hierarchy between 
Category A and B. 

2.2.3 Another issue highlighted in the s32 report is the economic cost of protecting HHI, 
particularly in light of the new requirements under the Building Act, which mandate that 
earthquake-prone buildings be brought up to a specific level of seismic strengthening. This 
cost is often higher for historic buildings, as the work required is typically more specialized, 
and significant modifications may be needed to meet earthquake strengthening standards 
due to the building's age. 

2.2.4 Paragraph 15 of the district-wide Matters Standard in the National Planning Standards (NPS) 
sets out requirements for a Historic heritage chapter. It states:  

“If the following matters are addressed, they must be located in the Historic heritage 
chapter:  

a. identification of historic heritage  

 
 
1 https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/668679/Historic-Heritage.pdf  

https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/668679/Historic-Heritage.pdf
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b. provisions to protect and manage historic heritage  

c. heritage orders  

d. schedule(s) of identified historic heritage and heritage orders. This may cross-reference 
an appendix trees schedule.” 

2.2.5 Paragraph 16 of the district-wide Matters Standard in the National Planning Standards (NPS) 
sets out requirements for a Notable trees schedule. It states:   

“If the following matters are addressed, they must be located in the Notable trees 
chapter:  

a. identification of individual trees or groups of trees  

b. provisions to manage trees or groups of trees  

c. a schedule(s) of individual trees and groups of trees. This schedule must include a 
description of the tree(s) including the species of the tree(s). This may cross-reference an 
appendix.” 

2.2.6 Section 76 (4A to 4D) of the RMA, is also relevant to the Notable Trees chapter it states that 
a district plan rule can restrict or prohibit the felling, trimming, damaging, or removal of trees 
on an urban environment allotment if the trees are described in a schedule to the plan, and 
the allotment is specifically identified by address or legal description. For multiple 
allotments, restrictions can apply only if the allotments are adjacent, the trees form a group, 
and the group is described in the plan schedule with the allotments identified. 

2.2.7 An urban environment allotment must be under 4,000 m², connected to water and sewer 
systems, have a building for industrial, commercial, or residential use, and not be a reserve 
or subject to a conservation management plan. These provisions apply even if the trees or 
allotments are shown on a map or if the land is covered with bush or vegetation. 

2.3 Overview of Submission and Further Submissions 

2.3.1 The full list of submission points addressed in this report are set out in Appendix 2. The 
following table provides a brief summary of the key issues raised in submissions, which are 
discussed in more detail in the ‘Analysis and Evaluation of Submissions’ section of this report.  

 

ISSUE NAME SUMMARY OF ISSUE POSITION OF SUBMITTERS 

Regionally 
Significant 

How best to address Regionally 
Significant Infrastructure within the 
Historic Heritage chapter. 

Council, KiwiRail and OWL 
seek to address Regionally 
Significant Infrastructure 
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Infrastructure 
(RSI) 

within the sensitive 
environments addressed by 
HHI and HHA, such as 
including NFL-P4.7. d and 
NFL-R3 

Sites of 
Significance to 
Māori 

Where to locate the topic of sites of 
significance to Māori. 

Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu 
seek to include Sites of 
Significance to Māori in the 
HHI chapter. 

Definition of 
heritage values 

Whether to add definitions for each of 
the heritage values used to identify 
and assess historic heritage. 

Heritage NZ seeks to add a 
number of definitions to 
define values relating to 
historic heritage. 

Policy 8 – 
removal of the 
cost element. 

Whether to include cost as an issue in 
the consideration of P8 – Demolition 
of Category B HHIs 

Heritage NZ seeks to 
remove the clause in HHI P8 
that considers whether the 
cost of remedying any 
disrepair to threat to life 
and/or property is 
prohibitive. 

Category A 
versus Cat B HHI 
- rules 

Whether the difference between the 2 
categories is sufficient to warrant a 
lower activity status for Cat B HHIs in 
the rules. 

Fonterra seeks to introduce 
new rules for three Cat B 
HHIs rules to lower their 
activity status.  

  

New R(D) 
matters in HHI 
chapter 

Whether there is a need to include 
two further matters to all R(D) 
activities in the HHI chapter. 

Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu 
seeks to add further 
matters that recognise the 
potential of any adverse 
effects on the spiritual, 
cultural and beliefs of Kāti 
Huirapa.  

Deletion of 
some HHI rules 

Whether HH-R10 and HH – R16 are 
necessary. 

Federated farmers seek to 
delete rules HH -R10 
Subdivision of land 
containing a HHI, and HH-
R16 Subdivision of land 
within a HHA. 
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Need for 
Archaeological 
Authorities  

Whether Archaeological Authorities 
are needed in all cases when 
earthworks are undertaken. 

Heritage NZ seeks to include 
the need for an 
Archaeological Authority as 
part of HH-R4 Earthworks 
within heritage settings All 
Zones, matters for R(D) 
activity point 4. 

Escalation of 
the activity 
status of two 
rules HH-R8 HH-
R9  

Whether the escalation of the activity 
status is warranted for HH-R8 
Relocation of a Heritage item within or 
outside a heritage setting All Zones, 
and HH-R9 Demolition of a Cat B HHI 

Heritage NZ seeks to change 
the current Discretionary 
activity status of HH-R8 
from Discretionary to N/C. 
Timaru Civic Trust seeks to 
amend the status of HH- R9 
from Discretionary to N/C. 

  

New rule for 
HHI 

Whether such a rule is needed.   Connexa, Spark, Chorus and 
Vodafone seek a new 
Permitted rule to recognise 
Customer connection to 
HHI. 

Other new 
buildings to be 
considered for 
Sched 3 

Whether the buildings should be 
included into Sched 3 

St Peters Church, Temuka, 
60 Orbell St, list of 6 HHIs 
provided by Heritage NZ. 

Mapping errors There is a mismatch between some 
HHIs numbering, names and where 
they are located on the maps 

Council is invoking s16 of 
the RMA to correct errors is 
relation to HHIs 1, 2, 26, 
207 and 208.  

Removals and 
amendments to 
planning maps 

Whether to remove or amend the 
HHIs as sought. 

Grants Motels seeks to 
remove the Heritage 
overlay over Temuka town 
centre. Te Pukenga NZ 
Institute of Skills and Tech. 
seeks to reduce the extent 
of HHI-66, Alliance seeks to 
amend the location of HH-
23, South Cant. Club seek to 
remove HHI- 74 and HHI -73 
if 74 is rejected. Gray, P 
seeks to remove HHI – 79. 
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Protection of 
notable tree/s 
should include 
landowner. 

Whether there is a requirement for 
Council and landowner to determine 
how best to protect Notable Tree/s. 

Fed. Farmers seek to add 
engagement between the 
Council and landowners 
over how best to achieve 
the protection of Notable 
tree/s. 

Consideration 
of RSI 

Whether to include an additional 
clause into TREES-P2 Maintenance of 
Notable Tree. 

KiwiRail seeks to include the 
consideration of safe and 
efficient operations of RSI  

Habitat values 
provided to 
significant 
indigenous 
fauna 

Whether to include the presence of 
significant indigenous into TREES-P4 
Removal of Notable Tree. 

Royal Forest and Bird seek 
to have an additional clause 
in P4, ie the removal will 
not adversely affect the 
habitat of values provided 
to significant indigenous 
fauna. 

Pruning of trees Whether mechanical pruning should 
be allowed for TREES -R1 Minor 
pruning and trimming of branches less 
that 50mm dia. associated with the 
maintenance of Notable trees. 

Connexa, Spark, Chorus and 
Vodafone seek to have the 
restrictions on size of 
branch and pruning 
equipment to be used 
relaxed. 

Minor 
excavations 

Whether TREES-R3 New activity and 
development within the root 
protection area of a notable tree 
should allow for minor excavation. 

Connexa, Spark, Chorus and 
Vodafone seek to add 
further specifications where 
excavation could take place 
as a Permitted Activity and 
introduce 9 new criteria. 

Fed, Farmers also seek 
some amendments to this 
rule. 

Additional trees 
to be added to 
Sched 5 

Whether the trees met the STEM 
criteria and can be added to Schedule 
5 – Notable Trees 

Royal Forest and Bird seek 
to add 6 new trees to the 
schedule.  

Removal of 
trees from 
Sched 5 

Removal of trees included in Sched 5 – 
Notable Trees and Groups of Trees 
Sched 5B 

Royal Forest and Bird seek 
to remove all species of 
trees that are considered 
pest species in the 
Canterbury Regional Plan. 
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KiwiRail seeks to remove a 
group of trees because they 
impede maintenance of the 
rail corridor. 

Th council seek to remove 
TREESI-107 and KiwiRail 
seek to remove TREESG-11 
from Sched 5B. 

 
 

3. Relevant Statutory Provisions 

3.1.1 The assessment for the PDP includes the matters identified in sections 74-76 of the RMA. 
This includes whether:  

o it is in accordance with the Council’s functions (s74(1)(a));  

o it is in accordance with Part 2 of the RMA (s74(1)(b));  

o it will give effect to any national policy statement or operative regional policy 
statement (s75(3)(a) and (c));  

o the objectives of the proposal are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose 
of the RMA (s32(1)(a)); 

o the provisions within the plan change are the most appropriate way to achieve the 
objectives of the District Plan (s32(1)(b)). 

3.1.2 In addition, assessment of the PDP must also have regard to: 

o any proposed regional policy statement, and management plans and strategies 
prepared under any other Acts (s74(2));  

o the extent to which the plan is consistent with the plans of adjacent territorial 
authorities (s74 (2)(c)); and 

o in terms of any proposed rules, the actual or potential effect on the environment of 
activities including, in particular, any adverse effect. 

4. Statutory Instruments 

4.1.1 The s32 reports for the HH2 and TREES3 chapters set out the statutory requirements and 
relevant planning context for this topic in more detail. The section below sets out, in 
summary, the provisions in planning documents considered particularly relevant.  

 
 
2 https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/668679/Historic-Heritage.pdf  
3 https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/668680/Notable-Trees.pdf    

https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/668679/Historic-Heritage.pdf
https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/668680/Notable-Trees.pdf
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6.1 Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) 

4.1.2 S6(f) of the RMA recognises the protection of historic heritage from inappropriate 
subdivision, use and development as a matter of national importance, which must be 
recognized and provided for. 

4.1.3 S7 includes other matters to which particular regard must be had. It includes the 
maintenance and enhancement of amenity values, the maintenance and enhancement of 
the quality of the environment, efficient use and development of physical resources and 
any finite characteristics of natural and physical resources. 

4.1.4 S8 requires that the principle of Te Tiriti o Waitangi/the Treaty of Waitangi are taken into 
account when exercising function and powers under the RMA. 

4.1.5 S74(2)(b)(iia) requires regard to be had to any relevant entry in the New Zealand Heritage 
List/Rārangi Kōrero required by the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014.  

4.1.6 S76 District Rules provides the statutory basis for notable trees and groups of trees, and 
scheduling of such tree/s. In particular 76 (4A), 76 (4B) and 76 (4C).  

4.1.7 S187 provides for Heritage Orders to be included in District Plans. 

4.2 Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 (HNZPTA) 

4.2.1 The purpose of the HNZPTA is to promote the identification, protection, preservation, and 
conservation of the historical and cultural heritage of New Zealand. All persons performing 
functions and exercising powers under the HNZPTA must recognise the following principles:  

o Historic places have lasting value in their own right and provide evidence of the 
origins of New Zealand’s distinct society. 

o The identification, protection, preservation, and conservation of New Zealand’s 
historical and cultural heritage should: 

- Take account of all relevant cultural values, knowledge, and disciplines.  

- Take account of material of cultural heritage value and involve the least possible 
alteration or loss of it. 

- Safeguard the options of present and future generations.  

- Be fully researched, documented, and recorded, where culturally appropriate. 

o There is value in central government agencies, local authorities, corporations, 
societies, tangata whenua, and individuals working collaboratively in respect of New 
Zealand's historical and cultural heritage 

o The relationship of Māori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, 
waters, sites, wāhi tūpuna, wāhi tapu, and other taonga. 

4.2.2 Heritage New Zealand has various functions under the HNZPTA, including: 

o Identifying, listing and protecting historic places, historic areas, wāhi tūpuna, wāhi 
tapu, and wāhi tapu areas on the New Zealand Heritage List. 
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o Issuing archaeological authorities in accordance with the HNZPTA. 

o Managing historic places, buildings, and other property owned by Heritage New 
Zealand. 

o Providing advice on heritage matters in the event of a national or local emergency.  

o A list of places of outstanding national heritage value called Ngā Manawhenua o 
Aotearoa me ōna Kōrero Tūturu/ National Historic Landmarks.  

o Acting as a heritage protection authority under the RMA. 

4.2.3 Section 74(b)(ii)(a) of the RMA requires that in undertaking a plan review a territorial 
authority shall have regard to any relevant entry on the New Zealand Heritage List/Rārangi 
Kōrero required by the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014. Therefore, the 
Council needs to have regard to the List in undertaking this plan review.  

4.2.4 The HNZPTA makes it unlawful for any person to modify or destroy, or cause to be modified 
or destroyed, the whole or any part of an archaeological site without the prior authority of 
Heritage New Zealand. An authority (permission) must be obtained from Heritage New 
Zealand before any work that may affect an archaeological site is begun. This is the case 
regardless of whether the land on which the site is located is designated, or the activity is 
permitted under a District or Regional Plan or a resource or building consent has been 
granted. The HNZPTA provides for substantial penalties for unauthorised destruction or 
modification of sites associated with pre-1900 human activity.  

4.3 New Zealand Heritage List 

4.3.1 The New Zealand Heritage List/Rārangi Kōrero (the List) identifies New Zealand's significant 
and valued historical and cultural heritage places. The List is a non-regulatory source of 
information about historic places, historic areas, wāhi tūpuna, wāhi tapu and wāhi tapu 
areas for the purposes of the RMA. The five parts to the List include: Historic Places, Historic 
Areas, Wāhi Tūpuna, Wāhi Tapu and Wāhi Tapu Areas. Historic Places are split into: 

o Category 1 historic places are of special or outstanding historical or cultural 
significance or value  

o Category 2 historic places are of historical or cultural significance or value. 

4.3.2 The List does not confer statutory protection or create regulatory consequences or legal 
obligations on property owners. However, it can provide heritage funding opportunities 
such as the National Heritage Preservation Incentive Fund and can lead to heritage 
properties being considered for inclusion in district plan heritage schedules.  

4.3.3 Local authorities are required to notify HNZPT if a building consent application is received 
regarding a property on the List. This allows Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga to offer 
conservation advice to property owners and the local authority. The fact that a property is 
included in the List should be noted on any relevant land information memorandum (LIM) 
supplied by a local authority. 
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4.4 Building Act 2004 

4.4.1 Historic heritage buildings are not exempt from the Building Act 2004. Important changes 
to this Act relating to the management of earthquake prone buildings came into effect on 
1 July 2017. The Building Act requires local authorities to ensure that buildings are safe, 
promote physical independence and wellbeing, have adequate fire escape and seismic 
provisions, and are designed, constructed and able to be used in ways that promote 
sustainable development. Local authorities are also required to take into account section 
4(2) of the Building Act4 which contains principles relevant to the performance of functions 
or duties, or the exercise of powers under Act. The relevant heritage principles are:  

a)  the importance of recognising any special traditional and cultural aspects of the 
intended use of the building. 

b)  the need to facilitate the preservation of buildings of significant cultural, historical 
or heritage value. 

4.5 ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010  

4.5.1 The International Council of Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) New Zealand Charter 2010 
for the Conservation of Places of Cultural Heritage Value provides guidance and 
information on conservation principles and practice. It has an intention to guide all those 
involved in various aspects of conservation work, extending for example from owners, 
through to those heritage practitioners and local authorities. 

4.6 New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) 

4.6.1 The NZCPS includes Policy 17 directing that historic heritage in the coastal environment is 
protected from inappropriate subdivision, use and development by a number of methods 
including the identification, assessment and recording of HH, including archaeological sites, 
and stating policies, rules and other methods in district plans. 

4.6.2 None of the trees on the Notable tree schedule are known to be within the Coastal 
Environment. Regardless, any potential effect on vegetation including trees is captured by 
the Coastal Environment chapter of the proposed District Plan. 

4.7 National Planning Standards 2019 (NP Standards) 

4.7.1 The HH and Notable Trees chapters meet the NPS where: the identification of HH, 
provisions to protect and manage HH, Heritage orders and Schedules are contained in the 
Historic Heritage chapter; and identification of individual trees or groups of trees, 
provisions to manage threes or groups of trees and schedule(s) of individual trees and 

 
 
4 This only applies to territorial authorities powers in relation to subpart 6A of Part 2 (which relates to 
earthquake-prone buildings) or in relation to the grant of waivers or modification of the building code or the 
adoption and review of policy on dangerous and insanitary buildings or dangerous dams. 
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groups of trees are included in the Notable Trees chapter. Mapping standards have also 
been adhered to. 

4.8 National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity (NPSIB) 

4.8.1 The NPSIB provides direction to councils to protect, maintain and restore indigenous 
biodiversity requiring at least no further reduction nationally. It provides increased clarity 
and direction to councils on their roles and responsibilities for identifying, protecting and 
maintaining indigenous biodiversity under the RMA. It is limited to land ecosystems and 
some aspects of wetlands and applies to all land types both public and private. I have 
included the relevant objective and policies below.  

4.8.2 The NPSIB guides councils in protecting, maintaining, and restoring indigenous biodiversity 
across New Zealand, ensuring no further reduction at a national level. It provides direction 
on council responsibilities under the RMA, focusing on land ecosystems and some aspects 
of wetlands. The NPSIB applies to both public and private land, aiming to balance 
environmental protection with the recognition of tangata whenua as kaitiaki and 
communities, including landowners, as stewards of biodiversity. 

4.8.3 The objective of the NPSIB is to maintain indigenous biodiversity so that there is no net loss 
from the commencement date. This is achieved by recognizing the role of tangata whenua 
and communities in biodiversity stewardship, while also protecting and restoring 
ecosystems as necessary. Relevant to the TREE chapter, policies highlight the importance 
of maintaining biodiversity beyond SNAs (Policy 8), promoting indigenous vegetation in 
both urban and non-urban areas (Policy 14), and managing areas outside SNAs that support 
highly mobile fauna to maintain species populations across their natural range (Policy 15). 

4.9 National Environmental Standards for Electricity Transmission Activities 2009 
(NES-ETA) 

4.9.1 The NESETA sets out instances when trimming, felling or removing any tree in relation to 
an existing transmission line is a permitted activity, or when resource consent is required 
as a controlled, or restricted discretionary activity. 

4.9.2 The NESETA also states that earthworks relating to an existing transmission line require 
resource consent as a restricted discretionary activity when undertaken in historic heritage 
area unless they are carried out on an archaeological site accordance with the Heritage 
New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 (Clause 33(8)).  

6.11 National Standards for Telecommunication Facilities 2016 (NPSTF) 

4.9.3 Sections 44 and 45 relate to management of trees and vegetation. These clauses ensure 
that district rules are complied with in terms of works within the drip line of a tree (that 
term is similar in meaning to ‘Root-protection area’) in a road reserve or any tree identified 
as significant in a district plan. 
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4.9.4 Section 46 relates to the management of historic heritage values. This clause ensures that 
the historic heritage rules within the district plan are complied with. 

4.10 Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 (CRPS) 

4.10.1 Chapter 13 of the CRPS is particularly relevant to this topic, it provides direction on the 
protection and management of historic heritage. Objective 13.2.1 requires the 
identification and protection of significant historic heritage items and areas, while 
Objective 13.2.3 recognizes the importance of allowing for the repair, reconstruction, and 
seismic strengthening of built historic heritage. Policies 13.3.1 and 13.3.2 implement these 
objectives by protecting historic, cultural, and architectural values, with a particular 
emphasis on working with Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu (Te Rūnanga) to identify culturally 
significant sites and ensuring their protection from inappropriate development. Policy 
13.3.4 supports the adaptive reuse and upgrading of historic buildings while maintaining 
sensitivity to their heritage values. 

4.10.2 Chapter 5 of the CRPS is also relevant to this topic, as it provides direction in relation to 
land-use and infrastructure. Objective 5.2.2 highlights the importance of allowing people 
and communities to provide for their well-being by supporting the development of 
regionally significant infrastructure, provided it promotes sustainable management under 
the RMA. It emphasizes coordinating land use with infrastructure to avoid adverse effects 
on its operation, while promoting efficiency, sustainability, and liveability. Policies within 
this chapter provide for the continuation, expansion and development of regionally 
significant infrastructure, while avoiding any adverse effects on significant natural and 
physical resources and cultural values and where this is not practicable, remedying or 
mitigating them, and appropriately controlling other adverse effects on the environment.  

4.11 Canterbury Regional Pest Management Plan (CRPMP) 

4.11.1 The CRPMP sets out ECan’s  priorities for managing and eradicating specified harmful 
organisms (both plant and animal) in the Canterbury region.  Of particular relevance to the 
Notable Trees chapter are the tree species that are considered pests.  There are five pest 
programmes within the CRPMP: Exclusion programme, Eradication programme, 
Progressive containment programme, Sustained control programme and the Site-Led 
programme. 

4.11.2 The CRPMP includes a list of 33 shrubs of trees that are considered pests in the Canterbury 
region.  

4.12 Iwi Management Plan of Kāti Huirapa 

4.12.1 S74(2A) of the RMA states that Local Authorities must take into account any relevant 
document recognised by an iwi authority when preparing or changing a District Plan. The 
Iwi Management Plan of Kāti Huirapa sets out a series of outcomes in relation to Mahika 
Kai, water quality and quantity, the protection and restoration of ecological biodiversity, 
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indigenous vegetation removal, discharges to air, and place names. None of these matters 
are directly related to the identification and management of HHI and Notable Trees.  

4.13 Te Whakatau Kaupapa Ngāi Tahu Resource Strategy for the Canterbury Region. 

4.13.1 Te Whakatau Kaupapa Ngāi Tahu Resource Management Strategy is a statement of Ngāi 
Tahu beliefs and values and was prepared while the then Ngāi Tahu claim was before the 
Waitangi Tribunal, and prior to the RMA being enacted. It includes an overview of values 
and attitudes relating to natural resources, and policy statements concerning their future 
management. There is also a specific section on Arowhenua, including a case study of the 
Opihi River and catchment addressing abstraction, pollution, results of mismanagement, 
and future aspirations. There are no specific policies that relate directly to identification of 
and management of HHI and Notable Trees or Groups of Trees.  However, the proposed 
policies and rules in the Notable Trees chapter may assist in achieving habitats for 
indigenous flora and fauna. 

5. Analysis and Evaluation of Submissions 

5.1 Approach to Analysis 

5.1.1 There were 148 original submissions, and 37 further submissions made to the HH and 
Notable Trees chapters in total. Of these 115 original submissions were to the HH chapter 
with 34 further submissions (including two late further submissions accepted by the 
Hearing Panel within Minute 18).  Notable Trees received 33 original submissions and three 
further submissions.   

5.1.2 The analysis undertaken in this report is separated into two parts, Historic Heritage first 
followed by Notable Tree/s. 

5.1.3 The approach taken in this report is to assess submissions that are general in nature or 
related to the introduction of the chapter first. Following that the assessment is largely on 
a provision-by-provision basis, by groups of provisions (e.g. definitions, objectives, policies, 
rules, standards). The provisions are then followed by an assessment of mapping issues.   

5.1.4 The assessment of submissions generally follows the following format: 

o A brief summary of the relevant submission points. 

o An analysis of those submission points. 

o Recommendations, including any amendments to plan provisions and the related 
assessment under s32AA.  

5.1.5 Clause 10(2)(b), Schedule 1 of the RMA provides for consequential changes arising from the 
submissions to be made where necessary, as well as any other matter relevant to the PDP 
arising from submissions. Consequential changes recommended under clause 10(2)(b) are 
footnoted as such. 
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5.1.6 Clause 16(2), Schedule 1 of the RMA allows a local authority to make an amendment to a 
proposed plan without using a Schedule 1 process, where such an alteration is of minor 
effect, or may correct any minor errors. Any changes recommended under clause 16(2) are 
footnoted as such.  

5.1.7 Further submissions have been considered in the preparation of this report, but in general, 
they are not specifically mentioned because they are limited to the matters raised in 
original submissions and therefore the subject matter is canvassed in the analysis of the 
original submission. Further submissions may however be mentioned where they raise a 
valid matter not addressed in an original submission. Further submissions are not listed 
within Appendix 2. Instead, recommendations on the primary submissions indicate 
whether a further submission is accepted or rejected as follows:  

o Where a further submission supports a primary submission and the primary 
submission is recommended to be accepted, or where a further submission opposes 
a primary submission and the primary submission is recommended to be rejected, 
the further submission is recommended to be accepted.  

o Where a further submission supports a primary submission and the primary 
submission is recommended to be rejected, or where a further submission opposes a 
primary submission and the primary submission recommended to be accepted, the 
further submission is recommended to be rejected.  

o Where a further submission supports or opposes a primary submission and the 
primary submission is recommended to be accepted in part, then the further 
submission is recommended to be accepted in part.  

5.1.8 Moore, D and J [100.2], Peel Forest [105.1] and McArthur, K and J [113.1], in a primary 
submission, support the submission of Federated Farmers and seek the same relief as 
sought in that submission. Discussion of the Federated Farmers submission points and 
recommendations made in relation to these therefore applies to that of Moore, D and J 
[100.2], Peel Forest [105.1] and McArthur, K and J [113.1]. 

5.2 Provisions where no Change Sought 

5.2.1 The following provisions included within HH and Notable Trees chapters were either not 
submitted on, or any submissions received sought their retention. As such, they are not 
assessed further in this report, and I recommend that the provisions are retained as 
notified.    

o HH-O15 

o HH-O26 

o HH-O37 

 
 
5 Heritage NZ [114.15], ECan [183.51] 
6 Heritage NZ [114.16], Fonterra [165.144], ECan [183.52] 
7 Heritage NZ [144.17], Waka Kotahi [143.74], Fonterra [165.57] 
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o HH-O48 

o HH-O5 

o HH-P2 

o HH-P39 

o HH-P9 

o HH-P10 

o HH-P11 

o HH-P12 

o HH-P1310 

o HH-P14 

o HH-R211 

o HH-R11 

o HH-R12 

o HH-R15 

6. Historic Heritage  

6.1 General submissions 

6.1.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

TDC 42.33 

OWL 181.57 

Timaru TC Ratepayers 219.10, 219.8, 219.9 

Timaru Civic Trust 223.9, 223.10, 223.11, 223.12 

KiwiRail 187.49 

Federated Farmers 182.66, 182.68 

Te Rūnanga 185.88 

HNZPT  114.14 

 
 
8 Heritage NZ [144.25],  
9 Fonterra [165.58], Connexa [176.66], Spark [208.66], Chorus [209.66], Vodafone [210.66] 
10 Heritage NZ [114.26] 
11 Fonterra [165.65], Federated Farmers [182.70],  
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Submissions 

6.1.2 TDC [42.33] and OWL [181.57] suggest replicating regionally significant 
infrastructure/network utility provisions to NFL-P4(7)(d) and NFL-R3 within the policies and 
rules of this chapter. They consider that adding these policies and rules would aid 
consistency and plan interpretation. 

6.1.3 HNZPT [114.14] seek that a hyperlink for ‘site’ in the introduction be deleted and replaced 
with ‘archaeological site’ subject to the new definition being added for archaeological site. 

6.1.4 Timaru TC Ratepayers [219.10] and Timaru Civic Trust [223.11] seek to add provisions to 
allow new heritage items to be added to SCHED3-4 without having to wait for the next 
District Plan review. 

6.1.5 Timaru TC Ratepayers [219.8] and Timaru Civic Trust [223.9] supports the increase in HHI 
and the rules including those that help enable the seismic strengthening of heritage. 

6.1.6 Timaru TC Ratepayers [219.9] and Timaru Civic Trust [223.10] request that Council look at 
providing some additional financial and /or other incentives to assist building owners with 
upgrading their buildings to the required standard, within the required timeframe. 

6.1.7 Timaru Civic Trust [223.12] seek that Council provide a dedicated specialist heritage officers 
to oversee and monitor the heritage provisions. 

6.1.8 KiwiRail [187.49] seek to amend the HH chapter to provide for regionally significant 
infrastructure in sensitive areas, by adding a new objective and policy. The submitter notes 
there is one heritage item located in the rail corridor and seeks amendment to provide a 
linkage to objective EI-O2 and policy EI-P2 to ensure regionally significant infrastructure can 
be in sensitive environments (such as a heritage setting) where there is a functional or 
operational need to be in that location. I note that Te Rūnanga [185.66FS] oppose the above 
submission from KiwiRail.  

6.1.9 Federated Farmers [182.66] seek amendments to the HH chapter to: 

o promote the use of non-regulatory methods;

o ensure that historic heritage will be protected from inappropriate subdivision, use
and development.

6.1.10 Federated Farmers consider that the Council is using regulatory methods as a means to 
manage historic heritage without the non-regulatory methods supporting in the 
background. The submitter considers landowner engagement and education should be the 
first approach. Only inappropriate activities that could cause more than minor effects on 
heritage and cultural values should be managed. Finally, Federated Farmers [182.68] 
support the polices of the Historic Heritage chapter that provide a balance between land 
use and heritage values. 
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6.1.11 Te Rūnanga [185.88] seek to amend the Introduction section as follows: 

Historic heritage values can be adversely impacted or lost through […] The District Plan 
recognises and manages two three elements of historic heritage namely:  

1. …

2. …

3. Sites of Significance to Māori: These are historic heritage sites which have high
historic, social and cultural values and are listed in SCHED‐6 Schedule of Sites and
Areas of Significance to Kāti Huirapa.

Where a historic heritage value is listed in multiple schedules then the provisions of
all chapters must be considered.

6.1.12 Te Rūnanga considers that the overview gives plan users the impression that the only things 
of historic heritage value as buildings or colonial history. However, the definition of historic 
heritage (in the e-plan and RMA) is not limited to these things only.  Changes are sought to 
clarify for the plan user that all the schedules contribute to the historic heritage of Timaru, 
and that where a site is located in multiple schedules (i.e. Schedules 3 and 6) that the 
provisions of all chapters must be considered.  

6.1.13 Te Rūnanga [185.89] also considers the extent of any impact on Kāti Huirapa values 
(especially those identified in the SASM schedule) should be a matter of discretion for all 
the activities requiring consent in this overlay. They seek that rules: HH-R2, HH-R3, HH-R4, 
HH-R5, HH-R12, HH-R13 and HH-R14 be amended to include the following additional 
matters of discretion: 

x. the extent of any adverse social, cultural and environmental effects, including on any
sensitive environments; 

x. the potential of any adverse effects on the spiritual and cultural values and beliefs of
Kāti Huirapa, including measures to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects. 

Analysis 

6.1.14 Regarding OWL, TDC and KiwiRail, all three submitters seek to have EI-P2, (Energy and 
Infrastructure), and in the case of KiwiRail EI-O2 also, added into the HH chapter.  I consider 
it would be useful to plan readers to have this link between the two chapters as it would 
provide consistency (e.g. the NFL chapter includes a link to EI-P2) and interpretation. EI-P2 
- Managing adverse effects of Regionally Significant Infrastructure and other infrastructure,
provides a balanced approach for the assessment of infrastructure within sensitive areas
such as HH.  Given this I agree an additional clause should be added to HH-P7 to clarify it
applies to historic heritage. However, I do not consider it necessary to include a cross
reference to objective EI-O2. I note that HH-O2 requires the protection from
“inappropriate’ subdivision use and development, which indicates that there will be some
appropriate development of HHI’s. When HH-O2 is read together with HH-P7(4) (as
amended below) I consider this provides a framework to enable infrastructure activities.
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6.1.15 With respect to the submission point seeking that the hyperlink for “site” in the 
introduction to the HH chapter be deleted and replaced with a hyper link to “archaeological 
site”, I agree with the suggested amendment. I note that within Ms Hollier’s S42A report 
on “Part 1 – Introduction and General Definitions”12 she has recommended the inclusion of 
a definition of “archaeological site”. I consider a hyperlink to this new definition aligns with 
the intent of the sentence.  

6.1.16 With respect to the submission point seeking that an additional permitted activity rule be 
included within the HH chapter enabling network utilities including earthworks (replicating 
NFL-R313), I disagree with the suggested amendment. I consider the enabling the 
maintenance, upgrading or removal of network utilities and the associated earthworks as 
a permitted activity would not achieve HH-O2 which requires historic heritage items, and 
their settings are protected from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development. I note 
that the protection of HHI’s is generally confined to heritage buildings (and in two cases 
Historic Heritage Areas are protected). In contrast, the ONL, ONF and VAL overlays are 
much greater in scale and therefore have a greater capacity to absorb earthwork effects 
while retaining their values.  Within the addition to HH-P7(4) recommended above, I 
consider there is a consenting pathway enabling network utilities within the HH chapter.   

6.1.17 In relation to Timaru TC Ratepayers [219.10] and Timaru Civic Trust [223.11], a change to a 
District Plan can occur anytime, but only as either a Variation to the PDP or as a plan change 
once the PDP is made operative to allow for new heritage items to come onto Schedule 3 
or 4. A specific provision providing for a variation/plan change is not required as it is 
provided for under the RMA.   

6.1.18 The matter of Council providing additional financial incentives to be made available to assist 
HHI owners is not a District Plan matter. However, I note that there is a Council fund that 
can be applied to for assistance with funding heritage buildings in the Timaru area. 

6.1.19 A heritage specialist (Dr. A McEwan) has been involved in the assessment of all HHI included 
in Schedules3-4, including submissions where new buildings or structures have been 
requested to be added into these schedules. The heritage specialist has also evaluated 
particular submissions to provisions where effects on the HHI or HHA may be a result of the 
amendment sought. When a resource consent is lodged that may affect an HHI or HHA the 
applicant would be required to seek input from a heritage specialist which would then be 
assessed as part of the application by Heritage NZ on behalf of the Council.  If no heritage 
specialist advice is provided the Council would seek its own advice from a heritage 
specialist. Given the above I consider that TDC already does involve heritage specialists 

 
 
12 https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/877661/Hearing-A-s42A-report-Part-1-and-
Overarching-Matters-Final-full.pdf  
13 Which enables up to 1,000m2 of temporary trenching / earthworks in and ONL or ONF and up to 
1,500m2 of temporary trenching / earthworks in a VAL.  

https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/877661/Hearing-A-s42A-report-Part-1-and-Overarching-Matters-Final-full.pdf
https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/877661/Hearing-A-s42A-report-Part-1-and-Overarching-Matters-Final-full.pdf
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when necessary.  I consider that this submission does not require any amendment to the 
PDP. 

6.1.20 In response to the submission from Federated Farmers, I consider that the regulatory 
framework within the HH Chapter is essential to protected Timaru District’s Historic 
Heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development as required by HH-O2. 
While non-regulatory methods, including education and engagement, are valuable and 
complementary tools, they cannot always provide the certainty and enforceability 
necessary to pr these important resources.  

6.1.21 Te Rūnanga seek that the relationship between the HH chapter and the SASM chapter is 
described within the introduction to the HH chapter. Ms White the reporting officer for the 
SASM chapter has not recommended including cross-references to the SASM chapter 
throughout the PDP, as she considers that the ‘Relationship between Spatial Layers’ 
Chapter in Part 1 of the PDP sets out how these layers apply within the PDP, and therefore 
there would be no real benefit to including cross-references. I agree with Ms White that a 
cross-reference to the SASM chapter is not required within the HH Chapter. However, I 
agree with the submitter that the definition of “historic heritage” is broader than colonial 
history. I also agree it is helpful to explain to plan users that the HH chapter manages two 
aspects of historic heritage, being Historic Heritage Items and Historic Heritage Areas, and 
that the SASM chapter manages a third aspect of historic heritage being Sites and Areas of 
Significance to Kāti Huirapa. Therefore, I recommend an addition is made to the 
introduction to the HH chapter to explain this.  

6.1.22 With respect to the Te Rūnanga submission points seeking additional matters of discretion 
within rules: HH-R2, HH-R3, HH-R4, HH-R5, HH-R12, HH-R13 and HH-R14, which would 
enable consideration of potential of any adverse effects on the spiritual and cultural values 
and beliefs of Kāti Huirapa, I disagree these additions are required. These rules within the 
HH chapter are specific to the management of heritage settings, historic heritage items, 
and historic heritage areas. The provisions within the SASM chapter manage activities that 
have been identified as being a potential threat to cultural values. If an activity breaches 
the rules within SASM chapter, the adverse effects on the spiritual and cultural values and 
beliefs of Kāti Huirapa will be considered within the resulting consent process. 

6.1.23 In my view, including these additional matters of discretion within the HH Chapter would 
be a inefficient method of managing adverse effects on the spiritual and cultural values and 
beliefs of Kāti Huirapa. For example, the external strengthening of a Historic Heritage Item 
is a restricted discretionary activity (HH-R5). If these additional matters of discretion were 
included within HH-R5, the resource consent process would need to consider the effects 
on spiritual and cultural values and beliefs of Kāti Huirapa, even if the Historic Heritage Item 
is not located in an area identified SCHED6 – Schedule of Sites and Areas of Significance to 
Kāti Huirapa. I consider the approach taken in the PDP is more efficient, as the particular 
areas of significance are identified (i.e. SASMs), and rules are included within the SASM 
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chapter which are targeted to activities that have been identified as a potential threat to 
the values of those areas. 

6.1.24 Within areas not identified within SCHED6 – Schedule of Sites and Areas of Significance to 
Kāti Huirapa, I note that HH-R4, which manages earthworks within heritage settings, 
includes a matter of discretion related to the implementation of an Accidental Discovery 
Protocol. This ensures that even areas that are not identified as having cultural values of 
significance to Kāti Huirapa will still need to implement an Accidental Discovery Protocol 
when undertaking earthworks. Given this, I disagree with the inclusion of additional 
matters of discretion.   

Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.1.25 I recommend that the introduction to the HH chapter be amended as follows:  

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL VALUES  

Introduction 

The Council has a responsibility to recognise and provide for the protection of historic 
heritage within the Timaru District. Heritage buildings, monuments, structures, and sites 
embody and provide a context for the identity of rural, settlement and urban 
communities within the District. They can also provide valuable connections with, and 
information about, the past, and the people who came before us. 
  
Historic heritage values can be adversely impacted or lost through inappropriate 
subdivision, use or development. It is therefore important that historic heritage is 
identified, protected and managed. This chapter of tThe14 District Plan recognises and 
manages two elements of historic heritage namely: 
 

1. Historic Heritage Items: These items, which include buildings, structures and 
places, are listed in SCHED3 — Schedule of Historic Heritage Items. There are two 
categories of heritage items: Category A - which are highly significant, and 
Category B - which are significant. 
 

2. Historic Heritage Areas: These areas are identified in SCHED4 — Schedule of 
Historic Heritage Areas and contain groups of buildings, structures and places 
which collectively have significant historic heritage value. 
 

The District Plan also recognises and manages Sites of Significance to Māori within the 
SASM – Sites and Areas of Significance to Māori chapter. These include sites which 
have historic heritage values listed in SCHED‐6 Schedule of Sites and Areas of 
Significance to Kāti Huirapa.15  
 

 
 
14 Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu [185.88] 
15 Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu [185.88] 
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6.1.26 I recommend that the phrase “archaeological site” within the introduction is hyperlinked 
to the recommended definition of “archaeological site” included within Ms Hollier S42A 
report on “Part 1 – Introduction and General Definitions”.  

6.1.27 I recommend that the HH-P7 be amended as follows: 

HH-P7 Management of heritage settings 

Only allow subdivision, earthworks or new buildings within the settings of Historic Heritage 
Items where they protect the heritage values of the items, taking into account whether: 

1. alternatives have been considered that would achieve a similar outcome; and
2. there is sufficient land around the item to maintain the heritage values of the item; 

and
3. there are measures to minimise obstruction of views of the heritage item from 

adjoining public spaces that may result from any proposed building, future land use 
or development; and

4. for infrastructure, the adverse effects are managed in accordance with EI-P2 
Managing adverse effects of Regionally Significant Infrastructure and other 
infrastructure. 16

Section 32AA 

6.1.28 I consider the recommended amendments to the introduction are minor in nature but 
improve the clarity and interpretation of the PDP. I do not consider the recommended 
amendments will have any greater environmental, economic, social, and cultural effects 
than the notified provisions 

6.1.29 I consider the amendment to HH-P7(4) provides greater clarity as to how HH-P7 integrates 
with EI-P2 and avoids any potential conflicts. I consider that the changes are more efficient 
and effective at achieving EI-O2 while still achieving HH-O2. I do not consider the 
recommended amendments will have any greater environmental, economic, social, and 
cultural effects than the notified provisions. 

6.2 Category B heritage items 

6.2.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Fonterra 165.66, 165.67, 165.68, 165.69, 165.70, 165.71, 
165.72, 165.74, 165.75 

16 KiwiRail [187.49] 

https://timaru.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/214/0/25821/0/93
https://timaru.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/214/0/25821/0/93
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Submissions 

6.2.2 Fonterra [165.67, 165.69, 165.71] seeks amendments to the following rules:  

o HH-R3 - New buildings, structures and signs within a heritage setting 

o HH-R4 - Earthworks within heritage settings 

o HH-R5 - External strengthening of a Historic Heritage Item 

o HH-R6 - Signs attached to a Historic Heritage Item external alterations and additions 
to a heritage item  

o HH-R7 - External alterations and additions to a heritage item (excluding 
strengthening). 

6.2.3 The amendments seek to narrow the scope of these rules so that they only apply to 
Category A heritage settings rather than to both Category A and B heritage settings.  

6.2.4 Fonterra [165.66, 165.68, 165.70, 165.72] also seeks that new controlled activity rules be 
included to provide for: 

o new buildings, structures and signs within a Category B heritage setting 

o earthworks in a Category B heritage setting 

o external strengthening of a Category B heritage item. 

6.2.5 They seek the addition of the following rules:  

New buildings, structures and signs (other than official signs) within a Category B heritage 
setting 

Activity status: Controlled 

Matters of control are restricted to: 

1.  compatibility of the form, scale, design and materials of the new building, structure or 
sign with the historic heritage item, its identified values and its setting; and 

2.  location of the new building, structure or sign with particular regard to whether it 
obstructs sightlines that are critical to an appreciation of the heritage values of the 
item(s); and visibility from public spaces; and 

3.  relationship with other elements with the heritage setting including ancillary structures, 
plantings and access. 

 
Earthworks within a Category B heritage setting Activity status: Controlled 
 
Matters of control are restricted to: 

1.  the values of the heritage item and the impacts of the earthworks on those values and 
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2. the scale, 

3. nature, extent and timing of the earthworks; 

4. any measures proposed to mitigate adverse effects associated with the earthworks on 
the heritage item; 

5. the commitment to implementation of an Accidental Discovery Protocol, in accordance 
with a commitment form contained within APP4 - Form confirming a commitment to 
adhering to an Accidental Discovery Protocol. 

 
External strengthening of a Category B Historic Heritage Item  
 
Activity status:  Controlled 

Matters of control are restricted to: 

1. methodologies, design, form and materials used to protect and maintain heritage 
values of the heritage item, including integration with and connection to other parts of 
the item during and after strengthening works; and 

2. how it is proposed to document changes to the heritage item during the course of works 
and on completion of the strengthening; and 

3.  the necessity of the work to achieve seismic resilience and ongoing use. 

Signs attached to a Category B Historic Heritage Item, excluding official signs  

Activity status: Restricted discretionary 

Matters of discretion are restricted to: 

1. any impact on heritage values; and 

2.  any positive effects of the sign. 

External alterations and additions to a Category B heritage item (excluding strengthening)  
 
Activity status: Restricted Discretionary 
 
Matters of discretion are restricted to: 

1.  methodologies, design, form and materials used to protect and maintain heritage 
values of the heritage item, including integration with and connection to other parts of 
the item during and after works; and 

2.  how it is proposed to document changes to the heritage item during the course of 
works and on completion of the works; and 
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3. the necessity of the work to achieve ongoing use. 

6.2.6 I note that Heritage NZ further submissions [114.7FS ,114.8FS, 114.9FS, 114.10FS, 
114.11FS, 114.12FS] oppose the above submissions by Fonterra.  

Analysis  

6.2.7 In responses to Fonterra submission points seeking new rules for the Category B HHIs with 
a lower activity status dropping from Restricted Discretionary to Controlled, I sought advice 
from Dr. McEwan who provided the following comment within paragraph 16.1 of her 
evidence:  

“Although they do not meet the threshold for high significance, which gives rise to 
scheduling some items as Category A in SCHED3, category B items have nevertheless been 
assessed as having ‘significant’ heritage value that deserves protection under RMA s6(f). To 
reduce the activity status of activities that are potentially inappropriate instances of use 
and development would be, in my opinion, contrary to the RMA.” 

6.2.8 To remove Category B HHIs from these rules and introduce new rules with a lower activity 
status of controlled activities (consents for which cannot be declined), could result in 
inappropriate subdivision, use and development that would impact on the Category B HHI. 
In my view this most appropriate way of achieving objective HH-O2. On the basis of the 
assessment above, I agree with Dr. Mc Ewans evidence that Category B HHI are significant 
HHI under the RMA and warrant the same level of protection, i.e. to enable consent officers 
to reject a consent if the result would not recognise and provide for the protection of 
historic heritage in terms of s6(f). I therefore disagree with these suggested amendments.  

6.2.9 I note that I have assessed the submission point seeking a specific rule for “official signs” 
within HH-R3 below.  

Conclusions and Recommendations  

6.2.10 In response to the submission points from Fonterra, I recommend that HH-R3, HH-R4, HH-
R5, HH-R6, and HH-R7 are retained as notified.  

6.2.11 For completeness, I note that there are other submission points on these rules which have 
been considered within the following sections.  

6.3 Definitions  

6.3.1 The following definitions are assessed within this section: 

o Heritage setting 

o Historic heritage 
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6.4 Heritage Setting  

6.4.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

TDC 42.2 

Submissions  

6.4.2 TDC [42.2] seek the definition of “heritage setting” is amended to include reference to the 
map layer “heritage item extent”.   

Analysis  

6.4.3 The definition of “heritage setting” as in the PDP at present is as follows: 

means an area of land around and adjacent to a heritage item that is identified spatially 
in the District Plan.  

6.4.4 The area of land surrounding the heritage item is identified in the planning maps as the 
“heritage item extent” and is named this in the legend to the maps.  The heritage item 
extent is shown by a purple line around the heritage items setting.  I agree that including a 
reference to the map layer heritage item extent is appropriate.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.4.5 I recommend that the definition of “Heritage setting” be amended as follows: 

Heritage setting means: an area of land around and adjacent to a heritage item that is 
identified spatially as the heritage item extent in the District Plan maps. 17 

Section 32AA 

6.4.6 I consider the recommended amendments to the definition are very minor in nature but 
improve the clarity and interpretation of the provision. I do not consider the recommended 
amendments will have any greater environmental, economic, social, and cultural effects 
than the notified provisions 

6.5 Historic Heritage  

6.5.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

 
 
17 TDC [42.2] 

https://timaru.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/194/0/64512/0/93
https://timaru.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/194/0/64512/0/93
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Heritage NZ  114.1, 114.5 

Submissions  

6.5.2 Heritage NZ [114.1] generally supports the heritage provisions of the PDP and the use of 
hyperlinks throughout the Plan to aid plan users with definitions subject to specific relief 
sought detailed in their full submission. 

6.5.3 Heritage NZ [114.5] support the definition of “Historic Heritage” but seeks amendments to 
remove the automatic link for the word “site” within the wording of the definition. They 
consider that this link provides an inaccurate definition of the word “site” in relation to 
heritage as a heritage site does not necessarily align with the limits of a title or legally 
defined allotment.  

Analysis  

6.5.4 I note that the definition of “site” in the PDP is as follows: 

“means: 

a. an area of land comprised in a single record of title under the Land Transfer Act 2017; or 

b. an area of land which comprises two or more adjoining legally defined allotments in such a 
way that the allotments cannot be dealt with separately without the prior consent of the 
council; or 

c. the land comprised in a single allotment or balance area on an approved survey plan of 
subdivision for which a separate record of title under the Land Transfer Act 2017 could be 
issued without further consent of the Council; or 

d. despite paragraphs (a) to (c), in the case of land subdivided under the Unit Titles Act 1972 or 
the Unit Titles Act 2010 or a cross lease system is the whole of the land subject to the unit 
development or cross lease.” 

6.5.5 I agree that using the NPS definition of “site” in the context of historic heritage site is not a 
good fit as it is intended to capture a land parcel rather than the areas adjoining a historic 
heritage item. I therefore agree with the submitter that the hyperlink within the definition 
should be removed.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.5.6 I recommend that the hyperlink associated with the word “site” within the definition of 
“historic heritage” be deleted.18  

 
 
18 Heritage NZ [114.5] 
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Section 32AA 

6.5.7 I consider the recommended amendment to the definition is very minor in nature but 
improves the clarity and interpretation of the provision. I do not consider the 
recommended amendment will have any greater environmental, economic, social, and 
cultural effects than the notified provisions 

6.6 HH-P1 Identification and assessment of Historic Heritage Items  

6.6.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Heritage NZ 114.18 
ECan  183.53 

Submissions 

6.6.2 ECan [183.53] supports the policy and seeks it be retained as notified. The exception is 
where the CRPS Policy 13.3.1 identifies “Traditional” as one of the matters on which criteria 
are made, this policy identifies “Craftmanship”. 

6.6.3 Heritage NZ [114.18] supports the values identified in policy HH-P1, but these values are 
not defined. Without definitions or explanation, it can prove difficult for owners or Plan 
users to understand what these Historic Heritage Values include or mean. 

6.6.4 They seek that the definitions for heritage values be added to the PDP, either within the 
Historic Heritage Policies or at the start of SCHED3.  They seek the addition of the following 
definitions: 

“Historical and social significance value: 

Historical and social significance values that demonstrate or are associated with a 
particular person, group, organisation, institution, event, phase or activity; the continuity 
and/or change of a phase or activity; social, historical, traditional, economic, political, or 
other patterns. 

Cultural and spiritual value: 

Cultural and spiritual values that demonstrate or are associated with the distinctive 
characteristics of a way of life, philosophy, tradition, religion, or other belief, including: the 
symbolic or commemorative value of the place; significance to Tangata Whenua; and/or 
associations with an identifiable group and esteemed by this group for its cultural values. 

Architectural and aesthetic value: 
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Architectural and aesthetic values that demonstrate or are associated with a particular 
style, period or designer, design values, form, scale, colour, texture, and material of the 
place. 

Technological and craftsmanship value: 

Technological and craftsmanship values that demonstrate or are associated with the nature 
and use of materials, finishes, and/or technological or constructional methods which were 
innovative, or of notable quality for the period. 

Contextual value: 

Contextual values that demonstrate or are associated with a relationship to the 
environment (constructed and natural), a landscape, setting, group, precinct or streetscape; 
a degree of consistency in terms of type, scale, form, materials, texture, colour, style, and/or 
detail; recognised landmarks and landscape which are recognised and contribute to the 
unique identity of the environment. 

Archaeological and scientific significance value:  

Archaeological or scientific values that demonstrate or are associated with the potential to 
provide information through physical or scientific evidence and understanding about social, 
historical, cultural, spiritual, technological, or other values of past events, activities, 
structures, or people.” 

6.6.5 I note that Te Rūnanga [185.21FS] oppose in part the above submission by Heritage NZ and 
seek that the submission should be limited to the items in Schedule 3.  

Analysis 

6.6.6 I sought advice from Dr. McEwan in relation to these submission points. Dr. McEwan, has 
reviewed these submissions and within paragraph 13.1 of her evidence has provided the 
following comment:   

“With respect to the request for definitions to be supplied for the heritage assessment 
criteria supplied at HH-P1, I agree with the Appendix 2 text supplied by HNZPT as this 
matches the criteria applied by Heritage Consultancy Services in the preparation of SCHED 
3 and SCHED4 of the PDP (refer to Attachment 1).”   

6.6.7 Based on the comments above, I agree with Dr. McEwan that the explanations sought by 
the submitter be included within the PDP. I note that the submitter seeks that these 
explanations are either included within the HH Chapter policies or included at the start of 
SCHED3. In my view these additions explain the terms included within HH-P1, and these 
explanations are not relevant within other chapter of the PDP that also use the same 
phrases (such as the ASW chapter) Therefore, I recommend that these explanations are 
included within the “Introduction” section of the HH chapter.   
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6.6.8 With respect to the terms “Traditional” and “Craftmanship”.  I note that the title of CRPS 
Policy 13.3.1 recognises and provides for the protection of significant historic and cultural 
heritage items, places and areas. The full policy is produced above in the Statutory 
Instruments section of this report.  Dr. McEwan in paragraphs 19.2 to 19.4 of her evidence 
states the following: 

“Contrary to the submission, I do not consider that craftsmanship is synonymous with 
‘traditional’ in Policy 1; the former is used to refer to construction methods, materials, etc 
– as in the craftsmanship of stonemasonry or stained glass – whereas the latter means ‘long 
established’ (Oxford English Dictionary) and is used throughout the Regional Policy 
Statement to refer to Māori traditional use and values. 

I have followed the same path as Christchurch City Council in respect of the historic heritage 
assessment criteria and would expect that ‘Traditional’ would be a criterion in the 
identification and assessment of sites of significance to Māori. 

Based on my experience and expertise, I consider that ‘Traditional’ is akin to ‘Historic and 
‘Cultural’ in the context of built heritage; as in, for example, the long established traditions 
of Christian worship that can be seen in the historic and cultural heritage values of churches. 
I also note that ‘traditional’ is not mentioned in the RMA definition of historic heritage 
resources, which is the higher order document here.”  

6.6.9 For the reasons given above, I agree that there is a difference between the two terms and 
that for the purposes of Historic Heritage, craftsmanship is the correct term to be used in 
HH-P1. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.6.10 I recommend that the following values are included into the introduction to the HH chapter.  

The following explanations describe the historic heritage values listed within HH-P1:  

Historical and social value: 

Historical and social significance values that demonstrate or are associated with a 
particular person, group, organisation, institution, event, phase or activity; the continuity 
and/or change of a phase or activity; social, historical, traditional, economic, political, or 
other patterns. 

Cultural and spiritual value: 

Cultural and spiritual values that demonstrate or are associated with the distinctive 
characteristics of a way of life, philosophy, tradition, religion, or other belief, including: the 
symbolic or commemorative value of the place; significance to Tangata Whenua; and/or 
associations with an identifiable group and esteemed by this group for its cultural values. 

Architectural and aesthetic value: 
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Architectural and aesthetic values that demonstrate or are associated with a particular 
style, period or designer, design values, form, scale, colour, texture, and material of the 
place. 

Technological and craftsmanship value: 

Technological and craftsmanship values that demonstrate or are associated with the nature 
and use of materials, finishes, and/or technological or constructional methods which were 
innovative, or of notable quality for the period. 

Contextual value: 

Contextual values that demonstrate or are associated with a relationship to the 
environment (constructed and natural), a landscape, setting, group, precinct or streetscape; 
a degree of consistency in terms of type, scale, form, materials, texture, colour, style, and/or 
detail; recognised landmarks and landscape which are recognised and contribute to the 
unique identity of the environment. 

Archaeological and scientific value:  

Archaeological or scientific values that demonstrate or are associated with the potential to 
provide information through physical or scientific evidence and understanding about social, 
historical, cultural, spiritual, technological, or other values of past events, activities, 
structures, or people.19 

Section 32AA 

6.6.11 I consider the additional improves the clarity and interpretation of the provision. I do not 
consider the recommended amendment will have any greater environmental, economic, 
social, and cultural effects than the notified provisions 

6.7 HH-P4 Maintenance, repairs and internal alterations to Historic Heritage Items 

6.7.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Fonterra  165.59 
ECan 183.54 

Submissions 

6.7.2 ECan [183.54] support the policy and seeks it to be retained as notified.  

 
 
19 Heritage NZ [114.18] 



Proposed Timaru District Plan   s42A Report: [Public Access] 
 
 

42 
 
 

6.7.3 Fonterra [165.59] considers that the policy should be amended to provide for the 
management of effects. They seek the following amendments: 

“Enable the maintenance and repair of Historic Heritage Items and internal alterations 
where that do not adversely aeffects on the heritage values of any scheduled interior 
elements are managed.” 

Analysis 

6.7.4 I disagree with the amendments suggested by Fonterra. I consider the intention of the 
policy is to enable the maintenance and repair of HHI that do not adversely affect the 
heritage values. The amendments suggested by the submitter removes the “adverse 
effects” test and instead require that effects on the heritage values are “managed”. The 
phase “managed” within the policy is unqualified and therefore it is not clear the course of 
action required to achieve this policy.  I consider that the amendments suggested by the 
submitter will not achieve the requirement within HH-O2 to protect HHI’s and their settings 
from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.7.5 I recommend that HH-P4 is retained as notified.  

6.8 HH-P5 Signs and external alteration and additions to Historic Heritage Items  

6.8.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Fonterra 165.60 

Submissions 

6.8.2 Fonterra supports the wording of this policy but considers that the word “only” should be 
removed to be read as follows: 

“Only aAllow external alterations and additions to Historic Heritage Items, signs attached to 
Historic Heritage Items, or internal alterations which affect scheduled interior elements 
where:” 

6.8.3 I note that Heritage NZ [114.3FS] opposes the above submission by Fonterra. 

Analysis 

6.8.4 In relation to removing the term “only” I consider that this is at odds with the intent of HH-
O2 which requires that Timaru District’s Historic Heritage Items and their settings are 
protected from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development.  The drafting approach 
used across the PDP, is for the word “Enable” to be used at a policy level to support 



Proposed Timaru District Plan   s42A Report: [Public Access] 
 
 

43 
 
 

permitted and controlled activities – being those activities that are anticipated in a 
particular zone or area. Within the HH chapter, this is reflected in policies that seek to 
enable the maintenance and repair of HHI and internal alterations.  Conversely, where 
activities are not expected to be appropriate in all instances, but may in some cases, the 
policy direction used is “only allow...where”, with the policy subsequently directing matters 
that must be satisfied in order for such an activity to be allowed. This is then generally 
implemented through restricted discretionary and discretionary activity status for such 
activities, with the policy providing clear guidance as to what must be met in order for 
consent to be granted.  I consider that ‘allowing’ or ‘enabling’ these activities - would not 
be consistent with the objectives in the HHI chapter.  For these reasons I do not support 
the amendment proposed by Fonterra.     

Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.8.5 I recommend that HH-P5 is retained and notified.  

6.9 HH-P6 Relocation of Historic Heritage Items within or beyond their heritage 
setting 

6.9.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Heritage NZ 114.19 
Fonterra  165.61 

Submissions 

6.9.2 Heritage NZ [114.19] supports the policy but requests the removal of reference to greater 
public appreciation of heritage values in clause (2). They seek this recommendation as they 
do not consider greater public appreciation to be a justification for relocation.  

6.9.3 Fonterra [165.61] generally supports the policy but seeks removal of the word ‘only’ as with 
policy HH-P5. 

6.9.4 I note that Heritage NZ [114.4FS] opposes the above submission by Fonterra in relation to 
the removal of the word ‘only’. 

Analysis 

6.9.5 I sought advice from Dr. McEwan in relation to these submission points. Dr. McEwan, has 
reviewed these submissions and has provided the following comment within paragraph 
13.2 of her evidence:   

“In respect to HH-P6 (Relocation of Historic Heritage Items within or beyond their heritage 
setting) I agree with the submitter that it is inappropriate to include the phrase ‘and the 
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greater public appreciation of those values will result’ at HH-P6.2. In my opinion the first 
phrase in the current sentence at HH-P6.2 (‘the physical condition of the item and its 
heritage values will be enhanced’) provides sufficient scope for an enhancement of heritage 
values that can be appreciated by the public. Furthermore, as HNZPT has stated, the 
ICOMOS New Zealand Charter is clear in stating that relocation ‘is not a desirable outcome 
and is not a conservation process’ (ICOMOS NZ Charter Conservation Principle 10). I concur 
with the submitter that relocation of historic heritage items should only be entertained in 
‘exceptional circumstances’ (HNZPT s114.19) and therefore agree with the request to delete 
the phrase in question”.  

6.9.6 Based on the above assessment, I agree with the recommendation by Dr. McEwan to delete 
the phrase 'greater public appreciation of heritage values' in clause (2) of HH-P6. 

6.9.7 My analysis of Fonterra [165.61] is the same as the analysis given under HH-P5.  I do not 
support this submission of Fonterra. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.9.8 I recommend that HH-P6 be amended as follows:  

 
HH-P6  Relocation of Historic Heritage Items within or beyond their heritage setting   

Only allow the relocation of Historic Heritage Items within or beyond their heritage setting where it 
can be demonstrated that:  

1. the relocation is necessary due to the level of risk to the heritage item from natural hazards; 
or  

2. the physical condition of the item and its heritage values will be enhanced and the greater 
public appreciation of those values will result20; and  

3. adequate measures are in place to minimize risk of damage to the item; and  
4. the new location of the item is as close to the original location as is practicable, or offers a 

degree of association with the item.   
 

Section 32AA  

6.9.9 I consider the recommended amendment to HH-P6 is minor in nature but improves the 
clarity and interpretation of the provision. I do not consider the recommended 
amendments will have any greater environmental, economic, social, and cultural effects 
than the notified provisions.  

6.10 HH-P7 Management of heritage settings  

6.10.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

 
 
20 Heritage NZ [114.19] 
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SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Waka Kotahi 143.75 
Fonterra  165.62 
ECan 183.55 

Submissions 

6.10.2 Waka Kotahi [143.75] and ECan [183.55] support the policy and seek it be retained as 
notified.  

6.10.3 Fonterra [165.62] seek the following amendment to the policy: 

Only aAllow subdivision, earthworks or new buildings within the settings of Historic 
Heritage Items where they protect the heritage values of the items, taking into account 
whether: 
[…] 

6.10.4 I note that Heritage NZ [114.5FS] opposes the above submission by Fonterra in relation to 
the word ‘only’. 

Analysis 

6.10.5 In relation to removing the term ‘only’ I consider that this is at odds with the intent of HH-
O2 which requires that Timaru District’s Historic Heritage Items and their settings are 
protected from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development, and HH-O3 which 
requires that HHIs are actively used and maintained, including through adaptive re-use. The 
drafting approach used across the PDP, is for the word ‘Enable’ to be used at a policy level 
to support permitted and controlled activities – being those activities that are anticipated 
in a particular zone or area.  

6.10.6 Within the HH chapter, this is reflected in policies that seek to enable the maintenance and 
repair of HHI and internal alterations.  Conversely, where activities are not expected to be 
appropriate in all instances, but may in some cases, the policy direction used is “only 
allow...where”, with the policy subsequently directing matters that must be satisfied in 
order for such an activity to be allowed. This is then generally implemented through 
restricted discretionary and discretionary activity status for such activities, with the policy 
providing clear guidance as to what must be met in order for consent to be granted.   

6.10.7 I consider that “allowing” or “enabling” these activities - would not be consistent with the 
objectives in the HHI chapter.  HHI-R10 Subdivision of land containing a HHI is a 
Discretionary activity and HHI-R4 Earthworks within Heritage Settings is a Restricted 
Discretionary Activity.  External alteration and additions to an HHI, are both Discretionary 
activities indicating that Council considers they are a potential threat to the protection of 
HH and wish to retain the ability to assess a consent against any relevant matters within its 
jurisdiction and to reject a consent if necessary. For these reasons I do not support the 
amendment proposed by Fonterra.     
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Conclusions and Recommendations  

6.10.8 I recommend that HH-P7 is retained and notified.  

6.11 HH-P8 Demolition of Category B Historic Heritage Items  

6.11.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Heritage NZ 114.20 
Fonterra  165.63 

Submissions 

6.11.2 Heritage NZ [114.20] requests that clause 3 which concerns costs of remedying disrepair or 
threat to life be deleted from HH-P8.  The submitter considers the impact of demolition of 
a heritage item is irreversible and does not recognise and provided for section 6(f) of the 
RMA, which identifies the protection of historic heritage as a matter of national 
importance.  

6.11.3 I note that Kāinga Ora [229.30FS] opposes the above submission by Heritage NZ.  

6.11.4 Fonterra [165.63] opposes this policy as they consider that it is also important that 
reference is made to the values of heritage items and the effects of loss of these values. 
They seek the following amendments: 

Only aAllow demolition of a Category B Historic Heritage Item identified in SCHED3 - 
Schedule of Historic Heritage Items where it can be demonstrated that: 

[…] 

5. the heritage values identified for the item are already degraded or lost. 

6.11.5 I note that Heritage NZ [114.6FS] opposes the above submission by Fonterra in relation to 
the word ‘only’. 

Analysis 

6.11.6 With respect to the Heritage NZ submission, I sought advice from Dr. McEwan in relation 
to this submission point. Dr. McEwan, has provided the following comment within 
paragraph 13.3 of her evidence:  

“The submitter requests that clause 3 of HH-P8 (Demolition of Category B Historic Heritage 
Items) be deleted. This clause concerns costs of remedying disrepair or threat to life. I agree 
with the submitter’s request given that disrepair arising out of demolition by neglect on the 
part of the owner should not be, in effect, be validated by the plan”.  
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6.11.7 Based on the above assessment, I agree with Dr. McEwan that the costs of remedying or 
disrepair due to neglect should not be a criterion for determining the demolition of 
Category B HHIs. However, I acknowledge that the removal of clause (3) means that there 
is no avenue within HH-P8 to allow a landowner to demolish a HHI, even if there is are no 
other reasonable options to conserve, adapt or relocate the item.  

6.11.8 To address this concern, I recommend that the deletion of clause (3) be accompanied by 
the inclusion of additional wording to HH-P8 that provides a very limited pathway for 
demolition in circumstances where the owner can demonstrate that all other reasonable 
options to conserve, adapt, or relocate the historic heritage item have been exhausted. 
This ensures a balanced approach that protects historic heritage from neglect while 
acknowledging that there may be exceptional situations where demolition is the only 
feasible solution. 

6.11.9 My response to the first part of the submission by Fonterra is the same as given above 
under HH-P7. 

6.11.10 Regarding the additional clause proposed by Fonterra, I agree in part with the submitter. I 
consider the intention of clause (3) is to allow the demolition of a HHI where the extent of 
the work required of such a scale that the heritage values and integrity of the item would 
be significantly compromised. However, there is a drafting error within clause (3). I consider 
clause (3) should read:  

(3)  the extent of the work required to retain and/or repair the item is of such a scale 
that the heritage values and integrity of the item would not be significantly 
compromised, 

6.11.11 If an HHI was in such a state of disrepair that clause (3) applied, I consider the heritage 
values of the item would be already degraded or lost, which achieves a similar outcome to 
that sought by Fonterra.   

Conclusions and Recommendations  

6.11.12 I recommend that HH-P8 is amended as follows: 

 
HH-P8  Demolition of Category B Historic Heritage Items  

Only allow demolition of a Category B Historic Heritage Item identified in SCHED3 — Schedule of 
Historic Heritage Items where it can be demonstrated that:  

1. there is a threat to life and/or property which cannot be removed or reduced by interim 
protection measures; or  

2. the extent of the work required to retain and/or repair the item is of such a scale that the 
heritage values and integrity of the item would not21 be significantly compromised; or  

 
 
21 Fonterra [165.63] 
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3. there are no other reasonable options to conserve, adapt or relocate the item the cost of 
remedying any disrepair or threat to life and/or property is prohibitive; or 22 

4. the item can be demolished in part without adversely affecting the heritage values for which it 
was scheduled.  

 

Section 32AA 

6.11.13 I consider the recommended amendment to HH-P8 provides greater protection for 
Category B Historic Heritage Items by establishing a “higher bar” that must be met before 
demolition is permitted. This approach helps to achieve HH-O2, which seeks to protect 
Timaru District’s Historic Heritage Items and their settings from inappropriate subdivision, 
use, and development, while also providing a pathway for exceptional cases where 
demolition is necessary. 

6.11.14 I consider the recommended amendments will have a cultural benefit as they ensure that 
purely economic constraints do not undermine the preservation of heritage items, thus 
preserving the cultural significance and historic fabric of the district for future generations. 
However, this may result in economic costs, as property owners and developers might face 
higher expenses to maintain and preserve heritage items. I do not consider the 
recommended amendments to have any greater environmental or social effects than the 
notified provisions. 

6.11.15 On balance, I consider the cultural benefits outweigh the potential economic costs.   

6.12 HH-P16 Removal or demolition of buildings in Historic Heritage Areas  

6.12.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Heritage NZ 114.27 
Timaru TC Ratepayers 219.11 
Timaru Civic Trust 223.13 

Submissions 

6.12.2 Timaru TC Ratepayers [219.11], Timaru Civic Trust [223.13], and Heritage NZ [114.27] 
consider that the effective implementation of HH-P16 requires the identification of 
buildings that do (and those that do not) contribute to Historic Heritage values.  

 
 
22 Heritage NZ [114.20] 
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6.12.3 All submissions offer general support for Schedules 3 and 4. They also query the status of 
buildings in the two proposed HHA, asking whether all will be eligible for heritage grants. 
This is not a district plan matter and will not be dealt with here.   

Analysis  

6.12.4 With respect to Stafford St HHA, I sought advice from Dr. McEwan in relation to this 
submission point. Dr. McEwan, has provided the following comments within paragraphs 
22.2 to 22.5:  

“In respect of the Stafford Street HHA (HHA-1), 30 contributing historic features are 
identified in the HHA report, in addition to the nine heritage items included in SCHED3 
(Attachment 16). These itemised features contribute to the values of the HHA and 
therefore should be identified as such (Attachment 18). 

In respect of the Caroline Bay HHA (HHA-2), eight contributing historic features are 
identified in the HHA report, in addition to the two heritage items included in SCHED3 
(Attachment 17). These itemised features contribute to the values of the HHA and therefore 
should be identified as such (Attachment 18). 

.. 

I agree with the submitters in part, with respect to identifying contributing historic buildings 
or features within the HHAs; reference to the relevant historic heritage area record forms 
will show that this work has already been undertaken. Consequent upon this I recommend 
that the mapping of the Stafford Street and Caroline Bay HHAs be amended to show 
contributing historic features in addition to the scheduled historic heritage items 
(Attachment 18).” 

6.12.5 I agree with Dr. McEwan’s assessment. Given this, I recommend that the HHI overlay maps 
for the Caroline Bay and Stafford Street HHAs be amended to show “contributing historic 
features” in addition to the scheduled historic heritage items. I note that within Dr. 
McEwan’s assessment she has included three “contributing historic features” that are 
located outside of the HHA, within the KRH-1 railway designation. Given the scope of these 
submission points are limited to the identify features that contribute to Historic Heritage 
values of the HHA and have not sought an amendment to the extent of the HHA, I consider 
it is outside the scope of the submission points to extend the HHA to include these 
additional features. Therefore, the recommended amendments to the map included below 
only includes contributing historic features within the HHA. 

6.12.6 I consider this recommendation also requires consequential amendments to the 
introduction to “Section B - Historic Heritage Areas” to explain the content of SCHED4 – 
Schedule of Historic Heritage Areas, and also clarify how the provisions within Section B 
apply.  
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.12.7 Based on the reasons given above I recommend the following be added to the Introduction 
of Section B: 

SCHED4 – Schedule of Historic Heritage Areas identifies the extent of the Historic Heritage 
Areas, and also identifies the Heritage Items and Contributing Historic Features located 
within the Historic Heritage Areas. All new buildings or structures, external alterations and 
additions, removal or demolition of buildings, and subdivisions of land within a Historic 
Heritage Area are subject to the provisions outlined in Section B, regardless of whether 
they are identified as a contributing historic features or not. In cases where resource 
consent is required, the consent process will take into account the extent to which a 
building is classified as a contributing historic feature, or not.23 

6.12.8 I recommend that the maps of the Stafford St HHA-1 and Caroline Bay HHA-2 be amended 
as follows (larger copies of these maps can be found in Appendix 1): 

Stafford St HHA-1 

Caroline Bay HHA-2: 

 
 
23 Heritage NZ [114.27] 
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Section 32AA  

6.12.9 I consider the recommended amendments to Stafford St HHA-1 and Caroline Bay HHA-2 
which identify “contributing historic features” in addition to the scheduled historic heritage 
items helps to achieve both HH-O4 and HH-O5. These additions ensure that HHA’s are 
identified and their heritage values are documented and also ensure that the integrity and 
heritage values of HHA’s are protected from inappropriate subdivision, use and 
development. I consider this additional information will have a cultural benefit as it 
provides more information on the nature of the heritage values within the HHA’s.  

6.12.10 I do not consider the recommended amendments to have any greater economic, 
environmental or social effects than the notified provisions. 

6.13 HH-R1 Maintenance, repair or internal alterations of a Historic Heritage Item  

6.13.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Heritage NZ 114.21 
Fonterra  165.64 
Federated Farmers 182.69 
ECan 183.56 
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Timaru TC Ratepayers 219.12 
Timaru Civic Trust  223.14 

Submissions 

6.13.2 Three of the six submissions received support the rule and seek it to be retained and 
notified.24 

6.13.3 Heritage NZ [114.21] support the rule but recommends rewording PER-3 to use and 
hyperlink to the term ‘scheduled interior element’ to avoid uncertainty for plan users. 

6.13.4 Timaru TC Ratepayers [219.12] and Timaru Civic Trust [223.14] note a typographical error 
and seek the word ‘earthwork’ be replaced with ‘earthquake’.  

Analysis  

6.13.5 Hyperlinks are used in the PDP to take the reader to the definition of the term underlined. 
I note that there is a definition for the term ‘scheduled interior element’.  I accept that 
including an extra word ‘scheduled’ into PER-3 would create a hyperlink to the definition 
of ‘scheduled interior element’ and that this would avoid uncertainty for plan users. 

6.13.6 I agree with the submitters that the note within HH-R1 contain a typographical error. The 
intention of the note is to acknowledge that “external” strengthening is managed by HH-
R5. The architecture of the HH chapter is that HH-R1 provides a permitted activity status 
for internal alterations of a Historic Heritage Item (such as earthquake strengthening). HH-
R5 then requires resource consent as a restricted discretionary activity to undertake 
external strengthening.  

Conclusions and Recommendations  

6.13.7 I recommend that a hyperlink is added to the words ‘scheduled interior elements’ as 
amended PER 3 below. 

6.13.8 I recommend that HH-R1 be amended as follows: 

 

HH-R1 Maintenance, repair or internal alterations of a Historic Heritage Item  

All 
Zones 

Note: for earthwork external;25 
strengthening and external alterations, 
see HH-R5 and HH-R7  
  
Activity status: Permitted 
  
Where: 
  
PER-1 

Activity status where compliance 
not achieved: Discretionary   

 
 
24 Fonterra [156.64], Federated Farmers [182.69], ECan [183.56] 
25 Timaru TC Ratepayers [219.12] and Timaru Civic Trust [223.14] 
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For maintenance, it is limited to the 
work undertaken to conserve as 
nearly, and as long, as possible the 
condition of the item while 
compensating for normal wear and 
tear; and 
  
PER-2 
For repair, it is limited to replacement 
or mending in situ decayed or 
damaged heritage fabric, using 
materials (including identical, closely 
similar or otherwise appropriate 
material) which resemble the form, 
appearance and profile of the heritage 
fabric as closely as possible. It 
includes temporary securing of 
heritage fabric for purposes such as 
making a structure safe or 
weathertight; and 
  
PER-3 
For internal alterations, the alterations 
do not modify, relocate or remove any 
scheduled26 interior elements listed in 
SCHED3 - Schedule of Historic 
Heritage Items. 

 

Section 32AA  

6.13.9 I consider the recommended amendments to HH-R1 are minor in nature but improves the 
clarity and interpretation of the provision. I do not consider the recommended 
amendments will have any greater environmental, economic, social, and cultural effects 
than the notified provisions.  

6.14 HH-R3 New Buildings, structures and signs within a heritage setting 

6.14.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Heritage NZ  114.22 
Fonterra  165.67 
Alliance Group 173.43 
Federated Farmers 182.71 

 
 
26 Heritage NZ [114.21] 
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Submissions 

6.14.2 Alliance Group [173.43] and Federated Farmers [182.71] support this rule and seek it to be 
retained and notified.  

6.14.3 Heritage NZ [114.22] seeks to remove ambiguity through the following amendment: 

1. compatibility of the form, scale, design and materials of the new building, 

2. structure or sign with in relation to the historic heritage item, its identified values 
and its setting; and 

[…] 

6.14.4 Fonterra [165.67] considers that this rule should be amended to only apply to Category A 
heritage items as follows:  

New buildings, structures and signs (other than official signs) within a Category A heritage 
setting […] 

6.14.5 Fonterra [165.73] also considers that “official signs” attached to heritage items should be 
permitted activities.  

6.14.6 I note that Heritage NZ [114.8FS] opposes the above submission by Fonterra. 

Analysis 

6.14.7 In relation to HH-R3(1), I note that this rule currently reads as a series of criteria that any 
new build, structure or sign must be compatible with the existing HHI.  The relief sought 
removes the word “compatibility”, which I consider to be the focus of the matter of 
discretion.  The rule requires an assessment of the compatibility of the new development 
with the existing heritage item, i.e., to make comparisons between what is already on site 
and its surroundings. In my view, the word “compatibility” is important; otherwise, the rule 
is too open.    

6.14.8 In relation to HH-R3(1), I note that the rule currently lists criteria for ensuring that any new 
build, structure, or sign is compatible with the existing HHI. The relief sought removes the 
word "compatibility," which I believe is key to the matter of discretion. The rule should 
require an assessment of how well the new development aligns with the existing heritage 
item, meaning it should involve comparing the new structure to what is already on site and 
its surroundings. In my view, the word “compatibility” is important, without it, the matter 
of discretion becomes too vague. 

6.14.9 In relation to HH-R3(2), firstly, I note that the relief provided within the Heritage NZ 
submission is missing part of the matter of discretion. As notified, the matter of discretion 
reads: 
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“2. location of the new building, structure or sign with particular regard to whether it 

obstructs sightlines that are critical to an appreciation of the heritage values of the  

item(s); and visibility from public spaces; and…” 

6.14.10 When considering the merits of the suggested amendment to HH-R3(2), I consider that 
seeing and experiencing HHI assists in achieving both HH-O2 and SD-O2(vii) which seek to 
protect HHI from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development. As such, I do not agree 
with the suggested amendment as I consider it overlooks a key element of the matter of 
discretion and increases ambiguity. 

6.14.11 In relation to the submission from Fonterra seeking to reduce the scope of the rule so it 
only applies to Category A HHIs, I note this has been assessed within Section 6.1 of this 
report.  

6.14.12 In relation to the amendment seeking that this restricted discretionary activity rule does 
not apply to “official signs”, I agree in part with the suggested amendment. I consider that 
the establishment of an “official sign” represents an external alterations or addition to a 
HHI that requires assessment though a resource consent process in order to determine the 
effect of the addition. However, I consider this assessment can be made through a 
controlled activity consent process. This is discussed further in the following paragraph.  

6.14.13 In relation to the amendment seeking that the rule does not apply to “official signs”, I 
sought advice from Dr. McEwan in relation to this submission point. Dr. McEwan, has 
provided the following comment within paragraph 16.2 of her evidence:  

“With respect to the requested wording changes in the Historic Heritage chapter I disagree 
that ‘official signs’ should be a permitted activity, given that such signs could detract 
substantially from heritage values by virtue of their size, colour, and location. A Controlled 
activity status for this activity would allow for the installation of official signs (see the 
Definitions section of the PDP) while at the same time providing for a measure of oversight 
to ensure that such signs do not substantially detract from the heritage values of the 
scheduled item.” 

6.14.14 I note that the PDP includes a definition of “Official sign” which means:  

“all signs required or provided for under any statute or regulation, or are otherwise related 
to aspects of public safety.” 

6.14.15 Given the advice of by Dr. McEwan, I agree that the addition of “official signs” to HHI’s 
should be enabled as a controlled activity. I consider the scope of the “official signs” 
definition will limit the potential effects of the activity to a scale that will ensure that any 
adverse effects on the heritage values of the item are minimised. I consider the matters of 
discretion included within HH-R3 would be appropriate as matters of control within this 
new rule.  

https://timaru.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/135/0/0/0/93
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Conclusions and Recommendations  

6.14.16 I recommend that HH-R3 is amended as follows: 

HH-R3 New buildings, structures and signs (other than official signs)27 within a 
heritage setting 

6.14.17 I recommend that a new rule be added to the HH chapter as follows: 

HH-RX Official signs attached to a Historic Heritage Item28  

All Zones 
 
  

Activity status: Controlled 
  
Matters of control are restricted to: 

1. compatibility of the form, scale, 
design and materials of the official 
sign with the historic heritage item, 
its identified values and its setting; 
and 

2. location of the official sign with 
particular regard to whether it 
obstructs sightlines that are critical 
to an appreciation of the heritage 
values of the item(s); and visibility 
from public spaces; and  

3. relationship with other elements 
with the heritage setting including 
ancillary structures, plantings and 
access.  

Activity status where compliance not 
achieved: Not applicable 
  
  

Section 32AA  

6.14.18 I consider the recommended amendment to HH-R3 to exclude official signs is reasonably 
minor in nature as the consenting of these official signs will still require resource consent 
as a controlled activity under a proposed new rule. I consider the recommended 
amendments will have a minor economic benefit as the controlled activity status will be 
the installation of official sign on HHI’s slightly easier and may slightly reduce consenting 
costs. I do not consider the recommended amendments will have any greater 
environmental, social, and cultural effects than the notified provisions.  

6.15 HH-R4 Earthworks within heritage settings 

6.15.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

 
 
27 Fonterra [165.67] 
28 Fonterra [165.67] 
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SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Heritage NZ  114.23 
Alliance Group 173.44 
Federated Farmers 182.72 

Submissions 

6.15.2 Federated Farmers [182.72] and Alliance Group [173.44] support this rule and seek it to be 
retained and notified.  

6.15.3 Heritage NZ [114.23] support this rule but seek amendments to clause (4) that clarify that 
an Accidental Discovery Protocol is only adopted where an Archaeological Authority has 
not already been issued by Heritage NZ. They seek the following addition to HH-R4(4):  

4.  the commitment to implementation of an Accidental Discovery Protocol, in 
accordance with a commitment form contained within APP4 - Form confirming a 
commitment to adhering to an Accidental Discovery Protocol unless an Archaeological 
Authority has been issued by Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga. 

Analysis 

6.15.4 Heritage NZ seeks to clarify when the Accidental Discovery Protocol (ADP) is required in 
order to recognize that if an Archaeological Authority (AA) is already in place no ADP is 
required. If a site has an AA over it this means that a detailed investigation will have already 
taken place which would include detailed procedures to be undertaken at that site. For this 
reason, I consider it helpful in clarifying the rule to include such an amendment into the 
Plan.  

Conclusions and Recommendations  

6.15.5 I recommend that HH-R4 be amended as follows: 

HH-R4 Earthworks within heritage settings  

All Zones Activity status: Restricted 
Discretionary 
  
Matters of discretion are restricted 
to: 

1. the values of the heritage item and 
the impacts of the earthworks on 
those values and 

2. the scale, nature, extent and timing 
of the earthworks; 

3. any measures proposed to mitigate 
adverse effects associated with the 
earthworks on the heritage item; 

4. the commitment to implementation 
of an Accidental Discovery Protocol, 

Activity status where compliance 
not achieved: Not applicable  
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in accordance with a commitment 
form contained within APP4 — Form 
confirming a commitment to 
adhering to an Accidental Discovery 
Protocol., unless an Archeological 
Authority has been issued by 
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 
Taonga.29 

 

Section 32AA  

6.15.6 I consider the recommended amendments to HH-R5 resolves a minor process error within 
the PDP. I do not consider the recommended amendments to have any greater 
environmental, economic, social, and cultural effects than the notified provisions.  

 

6.16 HH-R5 External strengthening of a Historic Heritage Item  

6.16.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Federated Farmers  182.73 
Timaru TC Ratepayers 219.13 
Timaru Civic Trust 223.15 

Submissions 

6.16.2 Federated Farmers [182.73] support this rule and seek it to be retained as notified. 

6.16.3 Timaru TC Ratepayers [219.13] and Timaru Civic Trust [223.15] note topographical errors 
in the rules heading and suggest replacing ‘External’ with ‘Earthquake’. 

Analysis 

6.16.4 As noted within the assessment of HH-R1 above, HH-R1 provides a permitted activity status 
for internal alterations of a Historic Heritage Item (such as earthquake strengthening). HH-
R5 then requires resource consent as a restricted discretionary activity to undertake 
external strengthening30. All other external alterations and additions to a heritage item are 
managed by HH-R7. Given this I disagree any amendments are required to HH-R5.  

 
 
29 Heritage NZ [114.23] 
30 Strengthening is defined in the PDP as: in relation to the Historical Heritage Chapter, means increasing the 
seismic resilience of a structure to an approved standard. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations  

6.16.5 I recommend that HH-R5 is retained as notified. 

6.17 HH-R6 Signs attached to a Historic Heritage Item external alterations and 
additions to a heritage item 

6.17.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Fonterra  165.73 

Submissions 

6.17.2 Fonterra [165.73] consider that HH-R6 should only apply to Category A Heritage Items. They 
suggest the following rule amendments:  

Signs attached to a Category A Historic Heritage Item, excluding official signs external 
alterations and additions to a heritage item. 

[…] 

6.17.3 I note that Heritage NZ [114.13FS] opposes the above submission by Fonterra. 

Analysis 

6.17.4 With respect to the submission from Fonterra seeking to reduce the scope of the rule so it 
only applies to Category A HHIs, I note this has been assessed within Section 6.1 of this 
report  

6.17.5 I agree in part with Fonterra's submission, which seeks the deletion of the phrase “external 
alterations and additions to a heritage item”. I also note duplication between HH-R6 and 
HH-R7, as both refer to “external alterations and additions to a heritage item”. In light of 
this, I consider that the scope of HH-R6 should be limited to signage only. I also agree that 
this rule should exclude official signs, as I have recommended that a new controlled activity 
rule be added to the HH chapter providing for official signs.  

Conclusions and Recommendations  

6.17.6 I recommended that HH-R6 be amended as follows:  

HH-R6 Signs attached to a Historic Heritage Item (other than official 
signs) external alterations and additions to a heritage item31 

 

 
 
31 Fonterra [165.73] 

https://timaru.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/214/0/0/0/93
https://timaru.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/214/0/0/0/93
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Section 32AA  

6.17.7 I consider the recommended amendments to HH-R6 to be minor in nature but improve the 
clarity and interpretation of the provision. I do not consider the recommended 
amendments will have any greater environmental, economic, social, and cultural effects 
than the notified provisions.  

6.18 HH-R8 Relocation of a heritage item within or outside a heritage setting 

6.18.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Heritage NZ 114.24 
Fonterra  165.76 

Submissions 

6.18.2 Fonterra [165.76] supports this rule and seeks to retain it as notified.  

6.18.3 Based on advice from the ICOMOS NZ Charter, Heritage NZ [114.24] considers that the 
relocation of a heritage item from its original setting should be avoided, stating that the 
adverse effects of relocating a heritage item to a new site are greater than repositioning a 
heritage item within its original site. Therefore, Heritage NZ considers the proposed status 
of restricted discretionary is inappropriate for the relocation of Historic Heritage Items. 
beyond their original site. They seek to amend the rule's activity status to be non-
complying.  

Analysis 

6.18.4 As noted in the assessment of HH-P5 above, the drafting approach used across the PDP, is 
such that, where activities are not expected to be appropriate in all instances, but may in 
some cases, the policy direction used is ‘only allow...where’, with the policy subsequently 
directing matters that must be satisfied in order for such an activity to be allowed. This is 
then generally implemented through restricted discretionary and discretionary activity 
status for such activities, with the policy providing clear guidance as to what must be met 
in order for consent to be granted.  I note that HH-P6 is specific to the relocation of HHI 
within or beyond their heritage setting and only allows the relocation of HHI if specific 
policy tests can be achieved. In particular clause (4) states:  

Only allow the relocation of Historic Heritage Items within or beyond their heritage setting 
where it can be demonstrated that: 
…. 
4.  the new location of the item is as close to the original location as is practicable, or 

offers a degree of association with the item. 
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6.18.5  Given this, I consider the discretionary activity status achieves the requirements of HH-P6 
and is an appropriate activity status to ensure the effects of the relocation are appropriately 
managed.  

Conclusions and Recommendations  

6.18.6 I recommend that HH-R8 is retained as notified.  

6.19 HH-R9 Demolition of a Category B Historic Heritage Item 

6.19.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Fonterra  165.77 
Timaru Civic Trust 223.16 

Submissions 

6.19.2 Fonterra [165.77] support the rule and seek it to be retained as notified.  

6.19.3 Timaru Civic Trust [223.16] considers greater protection is required to prevent total loss of 
Category B Heritage Items. Accordingly, they consider amendments to the rules activity 
status to be non-complying.  

Analysis 

6.19.4 I sought advice from Dr. McEwan in relation to this submission point. Dr. McEwan, has 
provided the following comment within paragraph 22.4 of her evidence:  

“The submitters also request that Demolition of Category B scheduled items in SCHED3 be 
made a Non-complying activity. In my experience the categorisation of heritage items as 
either A (‘highly significant’) or B (‘significant’) within a district plan heritage schedule 
inevitably leads to a two-tier planning framework in which the activity status and rules for 
Category A items are more stringent than those for Category B. For that reason demolition 
of Category B items in SCHED3 is appropriately classified as a Discretionary activity, in my 
opinion, given that Council retains the ability to decline consents with a Discretionary 
activity status.” 

6.19.5 Given Dr. Mc Ewan’s evidence, I consider that the demolition of Category B is appropriately 
classified as a discretionary activity in that the Council may assess the building against any 
matter the Council has jurisdiction over and retains the option to decline the consent.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.19.6 I recommended that HH-R9 be retained as notified.  
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6.20 HH-R10 Subdivision of land containing a Historic Heritage Item 

6.20.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Speirs, B 66.46 
Fonterra  165.78 
Federated Farmers 182.74 

Submissions 

6.20.2 Speirs, B [66.46] considers that this rule should be moved to the Subdivision section of the 
plan, given the prominence and significance of subdivision in resource management. They 
consider that all rules, associated objectives, and policies relating to subdivision should be 
in the same section of the plan.  

6.20.3 I note that Heritage NZ [114.1FS] opposes the above submission by Speirs, B. 

6.20.4 Fonterra [165.78] seek amendments to the rule’s activity status, considering that 
subdivision involving a heritage item can be provided for as a restricted discretionary 
activity. They seek the amendments as follows: 

Activity status: Discretionary 

Activity status: Restricted Discretionary Matters of discretion are restricted to: 

1.  Whether the subdivision maintains the heritage setting; 

2.  Whether the subdivision would result in a disconnect with adjoining sites that 
assists in heritage interpretation; and 

3. Whether sufficient area is achieved on the balance site to comply with the zone 
standards and avoid adversely affecting the heritage item. 

6.20.5 I note that Heritage NZ [114.15FS] opposes the above submission by Fonterra and Te 
Rūnanga [185.31FS] oppose in part as they seek to have the above rule relate only to 
Schedule 3 HHI. 

6.20.6 Federated Farmers [182.74] consider the rule is overly regulatory and that private 
landowners should have the right to subdivide land to enhance the area. Hence, they seek 
that the rule be removed.   

6.20.7 I note Heritage NZ [114.16FS] opposes the above submission by Federated Farmers. 
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Analysis  

6.20.8 I note that Mr Speirs has made the same submission in all District-wide chapters. 
Consequently, the Hearing E report on Subdivision and Development Areas deals with this 
matter.  I set out below the contents of the s42A report: Ecosystems and Indigenous 
Biodiversity; Natural Character; and Natural Features and Landscapes, by Ms White relating 
to including all subdivision rules in one place in the PDP, i.e. in the Subdivision Chapter as 
per Mr Speirs submission in that report [66.50].  

 
“Para 18.13.3 - I note that the drafting approach taken in the PDP is to include rules 
applying to subdivision within overlay areas within each respective overlay chapter, 
rather than the Subdivision Chapter. I consider that the NP Standards provide for either 
approach, because they direct that provisions to protect the natural character of 
wetlands, lakes and rivers and their margins are located in the Natural Character 
Chapter, and managing subdivision in these areas relates to this;32 but also direct that 
subdivision provisions be located within a Subdivision chapter(s).33 In my view, the 
Hearing Panel should consider the overall approach, and only shift the provisions 
relating to subdivision in riparian margins into the Subdivision Chapter, if all subdivision 
provisions (i.e. including in other Overlay areas) are similarly shifted. As this affects a 
number of other chapters, I consider that this matter is best considered again when the 
Subdivision Chapter is considered. I therefore recommend that Speirs, B [66.50] 
submission point is considered again through Hearing E. “ 

6.20.9 I agree with the recommendation from Ms White, I consider that this matter should be 
considered at this hearing as part of the s42A report on Subdivision. 

6.20.10 With respect to Fonterra submission seeking to change the activity status to restricted 
discretionary, my concern with this is that there are a range of matters that will need to be 
considered in relation to any subdivision, which extend beyond particular effects in relation 
to the heritage item. I consider that for a restricted discretionary activity, there would need 
to be cross-referencing to a range of other matters addressed in the subdivision chapter, 
as well as those particularly relating to the heritage values of the site. Because of the broad 
range of matters that would need to be considered, my preference is to retain a fully 
discretionary status. 

6.20.11 I note that a similar amendment has been sought to the ECO-R6 which set a discretionary 
status for the subdivision of of land containing a Significant Natural Area. Ms White the 
reporting officer for the ECO chapter has raised the same concerns.   

6.20.12 With respect to the submission from Federated Farmers, s6(f) of the RMA recognises the 
protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use and development as a 
matter of national importance, which must be recognised and provided for.  For this reason, 
I do not agree with the removal of the rule. 

 
 
32 District-wide Matters Standard, clause 20 
33 District-wide Matters Standard, clause 24 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.20.13 I recommend that HH-R10 be retained as notified.   

6.20.14 I recommend that the submission by Speirs, B is rejected and that HH-R10 is retained as 
notified, but that the location of the rule is considered in Hearing E- Subdivision. 

6.21 HH-R13 New buildings or structures and HH-R14 External alterations and 
additions to buildings 

6.21.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Heritage NZ 114.28 and 114.29 

Submissions  

6.21.2 Heritage NZ [114.28] considers the use of the term “compatibility” ambiguous and 
recommends the following amendments to avoid uncertainty: 

Matters of discretion are restricted to: 

1.  compatibility of the form, design, scale and materials of the new building or 
structure with in relation to the historic heritage values and integrity of the Historic 
Heritage Area; 

6.21.3 Heritage NZ [114.29] seek the same amendment within HH-R14 to avoid uncertainty:  

Matters of discretion are restricted to: 

1. compatibility of the form, design, scale and materials of the alterations, additions or 
new building with in relation to the historic heritage values and integrity of the Historic 
Heritage Area; 

Analysis  

6.21.4 In relation to the amendment sought by the submitter to both HH-R13(1) and HH-R14(1), I 
note that these rules list criteria for ensuring that any new build, structure, external 
alterations or additions to buildings are compatible with the existing HHA. The relief sought 
removes the word "compatibility," which I believe is key to the matter of discretion. I 
consider the rule should require an assessment of how well the new development aligns 
with the existing heritage item, meaning it should involve comparing the new structure to 
what is already on site and its surroundings. In my view, the word “compatibility” is 
important, without it, the matter of discretion becomes too vague. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.21.5 I recommend that HH-R13 and HH-R14 be retained as notified.  

6.22 HH-R16 Subdivision of land within a Historic Heritage Area 

6.22.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Speirs, B 66.47 
Federated Farmers 182.75 

Submissions  

6.22.2 Speirs, B [66.47] considers that this rule should be moved to the Subdivision section of the 
plan, given the prominence and significance of subdivision in resource management. They 
consider that all rules and associated objectives and policies relating to subdivision should 
be in the same section in the plan.  

6.22.3 I note that Heritage NZ [114.2FS] opposes the above submission by Speirs, B. 

6.22.4 Federated Farmers [182.75] consider that the rule is overly regulatory and that private 
landowners should have the rights to subdivide land to enhance the area. Hence, they seek 
that the rule is removed.   

6.22.5 I note that Heritage NZ [114.17FS] opposes the above submission by Federated Farmers. 

Analysis  

6.22.6 With respect to Mr Speirs submission, I have provided an assessment of a similar 
submission point within Section 6.20 - HH-R10 above. In my view, the Hearing Panel should 
consider the overall approach, and only shift the provisions relating to subdivision in HH 
into the Subdivision Chapter, if all subdivision provisions (i.e. including in other overlay 
areas) are similarly shifted. As this affects a number of other chapters, this matter is 
addressed in the s42A report relating to the Subdivision Chapter. 

6.22.7 With respect to the submission from Federated Farmers, s6(f) of the RMA recognises the 
protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use and development as a 
matter of national importance, which must be recognised and provided for.  For this reason 
I do not agree with the submission. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.22.8 I recommend that HH-R16 be retained as notified.  
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6.23 New rules 

6.23.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Connexa 176.67 
Spark 208.67 
Chorus  209.67 
Vodafone 210.67 

 Submissions 

6.23.2 Connexa [176.67], Spark [208.67], Chorus [209.67] and Vodafone [210.67 seek a new rule 
that ensures customer connections to heritage buildings are permitted, as opposed to 
falling under HH-R14 and requiring restricted discretionary consent. They seek the addition 
of the following rule: 

HH-RX Customer connections to Historic Heritage Items Activity Status: Permitted 

Where: 

PER-1 

Customer connections to heritage resources identified in SCHED3 - Schedule of Historic 
Heritage Items where the customer connection shall not be attached to a primary feature 
or front façade of the heritage building or structure. 

Activity status where not achieved: Controlled 

6.23.3 The submitter notes, the wording is proposed is the wording which has been agreed with 
Heritage New Zealand in other instances. 

Analysis  

6.23.4 I sought advice from Dr. McEwan in relation to these submission points. Dr. McEwan, has 
provided the following comment within sections 18.2 - 18.4 of her evidence:  

“The wording in the proposed rule includes reference to avoiding attachments to a ‘primary 
feature or front façade’. This is problematic in that it presupposes owners and consent 
planners can determine what a primary feature or front façade might be, given that neither 
is explicitly identified in the Historic Heritage Item Record Form for each item listed on 
SCHED3. Furthermore buildings may have more than one notable façade or elevation, such 
as in the case of a church or commercial building overlooking an intersection.   
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I note that the Waimakariri Proposed District Plan has a Permitted activity status for 
customer connections, provided that the connection ‘shall not involve alteration to a 
building or other structure with heritage values’ (EI-R4).  Where compliance is not achieved 
in this respect the activity has Restricted Discretionary status.   

In conclusion, I agree in part with the submitters, considering that the potential negative 
impacts of customer connections should be addressed in the Historic Heritage Chapter. I 
also consider that EI-R6 (Above ground customer connections) should be amended in 
respect of any change made to the Historic Heritage chapter in order to achieve alignment 
and consistency in the plan.” 

6.23.5 I note that EI-R4 (Above ground customer connections) with the proposed Waimakariri 
District Plan reads as follows: 

EI-R4 Customer connection between a building, other structure, site, and 
infrastructure 

All Zones Activity status: PER  
Where: 

1. a new customer 
connection shall not 
involve alteration to a 
building or other 
structure with heritage 
values. 

2. ….  

Activity status when compliance not 
achieved: RDIS  
Matters of discretion are restricted to: 

EI-MD1 - Historic heritage and the natural 
environment  

6.23.6 I have considered the advice of Dr. McEwan and also reviewed the permitted activity 
standard included within the Waimakariri Proposed District Plan(above). While I appreciate 
the concerns raised by Dr. McEwan I consider the drafting proposed by the submitter 
provides certainly as to when a network connection is permitted or not while also ensuring 
that the primary feature or front façade of the HHI is protected. I also acknowledge that 
HNZPT has supported a similar provision within the proposed Mackenzie District Plan, the 
Opotiki District Plan, and the Napier City Proposed District Plan.  

6.23.7 I recommended that the default activity status for a breach of this new rule be restricted 
discretionary which aligns with the EI-R6 - Above ground customer connections within the 
PDP which provides a permitted activity status for new above ground customer connections 
which default to a restricted discretionary activity status for a breach of the permitted 
activity standards.   

6.23.8 I have also recommended a consequential amendment to HH-R7 to exclude customer 
connections from requiring a resource consent as a discretionary activity under HH-R7.  

Conclusions and Recommendations  

6.23.9 I recommend that a new rule be added to the PDP as follows:   
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6.23.10 I recommended that HH-R7 be amended as follows:  

HH-R7 External alterations and additions to a heritage item (excluding 
strengthening and customer connections35) 

6.23.11  

Section 32AA  

6.23.12 I consider the recommended addition of a new rule in the HH chapter helps to achieve EI-
O1 and EI-O2 by enabling customer connections to HHI’s that do not involve alteration to 
the primary feature or front façade of the HHI. It also achieves both HH-O2 and HH-O3 as 
protects HHI’s from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development while also enabling 
the adaptive re-use of HHI’s. 

6.23.13 I consider the recommended new rule which provided for customer connections to HHI’s 
will have an economic benefit as the permitted activity status will avoid the need for a 
resource consent process for new customer connection that do not involve alteration of 
the primary feature or front façade of the heritage building.  I do not consider the 
recommended amendments will have any greater environmental, social, and cultural 
effects than the notified provisions.  

 

 
 
34 Connexa [176.67], Spark [208.67], Chorus [209.67] and Vodafone [210.67] 
35 Consequential amendment to Connexa [176.67], Spark [208.67], Chorus [209.67] and Vodafone [210.67] 

HH-RX Customer connections to Historic Heritage Items  

All 
Zones 

Activity status: Permitted 
  
Where: 
  
PER-1  
Customer connections to heritage 
resources identified in SCHED3 - 
Schedule of Historic Heritage Items 
where the customer connection shall 
not be attached to a primary feature or 
front façade of the heritage building or 
structure.  

Activity status where compliance 
with PER-1 not achieved: Restricted 
Discretionary 
  
Matters of discretion are restricted 
to: 

1. the purpose, necessity and 
location of the customer 
connection; and 

2. compatibility of the form, scale, 
design and materials of the 
alterations, additions or new 
building with the historic heritage 
values and integrity of the 
Historic Heritage Area.34  
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6.24 SCHED3 - Schedule of Historic Heritage Items  

6.24.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Templeton, C T 78.1, 78.2 
Shewan, A 68.1 
Burdon, L A  72.2, 72.3 
Fuller, J B  80.1 
Heritage NZ 114.39, 114.46, 114.47, 114.43, 114.44, 114.45, 

114.42, 114.41, 
Dir. General Conservation 166.27 
The South Cant. Club 150.2 
TDHL 186.70 
Gray, P 124.1 

Submissions  

6.24.2 Heritage NZ [114.46] supports the identification, in SCHED3, of any specific interior 
elements of importance and seeks it to be retained as notified. 

6.24.3 Heritage NZ [114.43], [114.44], [114.45], [114.42], [114.41] supports the protection, 
through the inclusion in SCHED3, of the following listed items:  

o HHI-155 - Corner Shop (List # 9946) 

o HHI-175 – Claremont (List # 7379) 

o HHI-203 – Orari Gorge Station Farm buildings (List 7763) 

o HHI-43 – Brick Tunnel and Railway Siding (List # 7307) 

o HHI-93 – J.R Bruce Flourmill (List # 3157) 

6.24.4 Dir. General Conservation [166.27] supports the inclusion of the Richmond Hut within 
SCHED3. 

6.24.5 Submitters consider the following should be included in SCHED 3: 

o Whare Nana Maternity Hospital (32 Bidwill Street) as at least a Category B building36 

o Orbell House (60 Orbell Street) as either Category A or B37 

o The cottages at 136 and 148 Talbot Street38 

o The buildings at Geraldine Racecourse (24 Orari Station Road)39 

 
 
36 Templeton, C T [78.1] 
37 Shewan, A [68.1] 
38 Burdon, L A [72.2] 
39 Burdon, L A [72.3] 
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o Former Alton House Boarding School (16 Sefton Street/9 Sarah Street) as at least a 
Category B building40 

o St Peter’s Anglican Church (2 Dyson Street) as a Category B item41 

6.24.6 Heritage NZ [114.47] considers the schedule should include all items listed on the New 
Zealand Heritage List Rārangi Kōrero. They suggest adding the following items from the 
New Zealand Heritage List Rārangi Kōrero: 

o List # 9072 Caroline Bay Memorial Wall 

o List # 1978 Cob Stable  

o List # 3156 Finch House 

o List # 2068 Otumarama  

o List # 9825 Te Kāmaka o Arowhenua 

o List # 3163 Tekapo Buildings 

6.24.7 The South Cant. Club [150.2] opposes the Historic Heritage classification of the property at 
1 The Terrace, Timaru. They question whether the property is significant enough to receive 
a B classification, despite meeting at least one of the relevant policy criteria. They believe 
the extent of the classification, which includes the Squash Court, Manager’s flat and 
Conservatory, is unnecessary as they hold no architectural or aesthetic value. They seek 
that that HHI-74 South Canterbury is removed from SCHED3 to enable potential 
renovations and respond to earthquake strengthening and erosion issues. In the case 
where their deletion is rejected, they seek to amend the extent and description of HHI-73 
to exclude the Squash Court, Manager’s flat and Conservatory.  

6.24.8 TDHL [186.70] seeks the removal of HHI-75 Sailors Rest/South Canterbury Seafarers’ 
Centre, as they hold a Certificate of Compliance for the demolition of this building which 
they intend to implement.  

6.24.9 Gray, P [124.1] seek the removal of HHI-79 Hampton House as they have consent to 
demolish the property, due to legislation concerning tenants, healthy homes and seismic 
strengthening having made the property financially unviable.  

6.24.10 Heritage NZ [114.39] supports the work that has been undertaken to prepare a statement 
of significance for each heritage area. They consider that a statement of significance should 
be linked to the SCHED3 to promote greater understanding for owners and plan users. 

Analysis  

6.24.11 Shewan, A [68.1] the owner of 60 Orbell St, met Dr. McEwan and the author while 
undertaking a site visit on 21 August 2024. This property and its heritage value has been 
assessed by Dr. Mc Ewan, at paragraphs 8.1 to 8.4 of her evidence she states:  

 
 
40 Templeton, C T [78.2] 
41 Fuller, J B [80.1] 
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“The submitter, who owns the property at 60 Orbell Street, requested that the dwelling at 
this address be added to SCHED3 with either an A or B Category ranking. 

Currently the house is neither scheduled in the Operative Plan nor listed by HNZPT. 

After undertaking research and a site visit on 21 August 2024 I assessed the building, which 
is a character home from the interwar period. I concluded that it did not meet the criteria 
for scheduling with reference to PDP HH-P1 & HH-P2 (Attachment 3).  

Conclusion: I disagree with the submitter and consider that the building should not be 
scheduled on the District Plan”.    

6.24.12 Based on this assessment, I agree with Dr. McEwan and her recommendation that 60 Orbell 
St should not be scheduled in the PDP.  

6.24.13 Burdon, L A [72.2], the Chairperson of the Orari Equestrian Centre based at the Orari 
Racecourse, met with Dr. McEwan the author when we undertook a site visit on 22 August 
2024. This property and its heritage value has been assessed by Dr. McEwan, at paragraphs 
9.4 – 9.5 of her evidence she states:  

“In a report dated 28 April 2019 (revised 29 May 2019), I recommended that Orari 
Racecourse be recognised and managed as a ‘historic character area’ by the Council 
(Attachment 6). This recommendation, which acknowledged the identification of the Orari 
Racecourse in the ‘Timaru District Built Heritage Inventory’ (Opus Consultants, 2004), was 
not taken up by the Council. The spatial extent of the proposed historic character area was 
identified within my report. 

Further research and a site visit to the Orari Racecourse on 22 August 2024 has led me to 
revise my opinion in respect of the Orari Racecourse buildings on the site and I now 
recommend that this historic heritage item be added to SCHED3 as a Category A ranked 
item (Attachment 7).” 

6.24.14 Based on this assessment I agree with Dr. McEwan and her recommendation that the Orari 
Racecourse should be added to Schedule 3. 

6.24.15 Burdon, L A [72.2] also sought to have the cottages at 136 and 138 Talbot St in Geraldine 
added to Schedule 3. These heritage value of these properties has been assessed by Dr. 
McEwan, at paragraphs 9.2 – 9.3 of her evidence she states:  

“I assessed the Geraldine cottages in December 2018 and recommended to the Council that 
they not be included in SCHED3 on the grounds that they are subject to heritage covenants, 
which offer more comprehensive legal protection than scheduling on the District Plan. Both 
cottages were purchased by the Council in the 2000s and then on sold once covenants had 
been registered against the title of each.  
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Although research has failed to substantiate the claim that they are the ‘last remaining 
examples of the cottages provided by the Canterbury Provincial Government for their 
assisted immigrants’ (s72, p. 5), the houses have historic, cultural and contextual 
significance as the former homes of people who immigrated to South Canterbury in the mid-
1870s. For information purposes heritage record forms for both buildings were prepared in 
December 2018 (Attachments 4 & 5) and these could be included in a new SCHED3A to 
inform readers of the District Plan that they are not scheduled but are subject to heritage 
covenants. It is noted that the cottages are not listed by HNZPT and nor were they included 
in the submission and further submission presented by HNZPT.” 

6.24.16 Based on the assessment, I agree with Dr. McEwan and her recommendation that the 
cottages and 136 and 138 Talbot should not be added to Schedule 3. 

6.24.17 Templeton, C [78.1] seeks both the 16 Sefton St/9 Sarah St (ex- Alton House) and 32 Bidwell 
St (ex-Whare Nana Maturnity Hospital) be added to Schedule 3. Templeton, C is not the 
owner of these buildings. Letters from the owners, who were not aware of these 
submissions, can be found in Appendix 5. Both owners were surprised by the submission 
and opposed the inclusion of their properties in the Schedule. Both have made a further 
late submission, which has been accepted by the Hearings Panel.   

6.24.18 A site visit to 16 Sefton St was undertaken on 22 August 2024. A site visit to 32 Bidwell St 
was undertaken on 21 August 2024. The heritage value of these properties has been 
assessed by Dr. McEwan, at paragraphs 10.1 – 10.4 of her evidence she states:  

“The submitter requested the addition of the former Alton House at 16 Sefton Street and 
the former Whare Nana Maternity Hospital at 32 Bidwill Street to SCHED3. The submission 
included photographs and draft heritage reports for both buildings. 

Further research and a site visit on 22 August 2024 confirmed that the former Alton House 
has insufficient authenticity and integrity to merit scheduling, notwithstanding its historic 
interest (Attachment 8). 

Further research and a site visit on 21 August 2024 confirmed that the former Whare Nana 
Maternity Hospital has insufficient authenticity and integrity to merit scheduling, 
notwithstanding its historic interest (Attachment 9). 

Conclusion: The information presented by the submitter, when reviewed in the context of 
further research and site visits, does not persuade me that either building meets the criteria 
for inclusion on SCHED3.” 

6.24.19 Based on the above assessments, I agree with Dr. McEwan and her recommendation that 
both buildings are not added to Schedule 3.  

6.24.20 Fuller J B [80.1] requested that St Peter’s Anglican Church in Temuka be added to Schedule 
3.  Further submissions by Rev Shirley Hawke ad Nigel Gilkinson support the submission.  A 
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site visit was undertaken on 22 August 24. The heritage value of this properties has been 
assessed by Dr. McEwan, at paragraphs 11.1 – 11.3 of her evidence she states: 

“The submitter requested, on behalf of St Peter’s parish, that St Peter’s Anglican Church in 
Temuka be added to SCHED3 as a Category B ranked heritage item. Information appended 
to the submission included letters of support and a Conservation Plan prepared by DPA 
Architects and dated May 2021. Further submissions made by the Rev Shirley Hawke and 
Nigel Gilkison supported M/s Fuller’s submission. 

A review of the information provided leads me to agree with the submitter that the church 
meets the criteria for inclusion on SCHED3. I have therefore prepared a historic heritage 
item record Form for the building (Attachment 10). 

Conclusion: I agree with the submitter and further submitters in respect of the heritage 
significance of St Peter’s Anglican Church in Temuka and recommend that it is added to 
SCHED3 as a Category B ranked heritage item.” 

6.24.21 Based on the above assessment, I agree with Dr. McEwan’s recommendation that St Peter’s 
Anglican Church in Temuka be added to Schedule 3. 

6.24.22 With respect to Heritage NZ, Dr. McEwan, at paragraphs 13.5 – 13.6 of her evidence she 
states: 

“HNZPT list entry number 9072 Caroline Bay Memorial Wall has been identified in the HHA 
as a contributing historic feature (Attachment 18). I believe that this offers sufficient 
recognition and protection of the wall, which is located within the Caroline Bay Historic 
Heritage Area. 

HNZPT list entry number 1978 ‘Cob Stable’ has been included in SCHED3. It is recorded as 
HHI-178 and named as ‘former Gibsons’s stable’. 

HNZPT list entry numbers 3156 (Finch house), 2068 (Otumarama) and 3163 (Tekapo 
Buildings) have been assessed but do not, in my opinion, meet the criteria for scheduling. 
All three buildings have been the subject of previous discussion with HNZPT and no further 
information has been supplied with the submission to alter my assessment of them. It is 
noted, however, that Tekapo Buildings has been identified as a contributing historic feature 
within the Stafford Street HHA (attachment 18). 

Although HNZPT list entry number 9825 is a Wahi Tupuna/Tipuna and therefore falls outside 
my area of expertise, it appears that the entry concerns Te Kamaka o Arowhenua Ratana 
War Memorial Archway, which is included in SCHED3 as HHI-2. It therefore would be 
appropriate to amend the SCHED3 table to include HNZPT list entry number 9825 in the 
appropriate column at HHI-2. 

Conclusion: I agree in part with the submission and endorse the request to include defining 
statements for the assessment criteria as per Appendix 2 of the submission. My response to 
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that part of the submission regarding six HNZPT list entries is recorded above; such that two 
items have been included in SCHED3, two are contributing historic features within an HHA 
and the other two do not, in my opinion, meet the criteria for scheduling.” 

6.24.23 Based on the above assessments, I agree with Dr. McEwan’s recommendations that 3156 
(Finch house), 2068 (Otumarama) and 3163 (Tekapo Buildings) not be included in Schedule 
3 and that HHI-2 has the Heritage NZ list entry number 9825 in the appropriate column. 

6.24.24 I note that the further submission by Morton, G [11.6FS] opposed the inclusion to 
Otumarama into Schedule 3. I note also that Finch House has been removed from the 
HNZPT list (see Appendix 6 for a copy of the letter received from HNZPT notifying Council 
of the removal).   

6.24.25 With respect to Gray, P [124.1] the removal of Hampton House, HHI-79 from Schedule 3, 
Dr. McEwan, at paragraphs 14.1 – 14.3 of her evidence she states: 

“The submitter has requested that HHI-79 (Hampton House) be removed from SCHED3. The 
building was assessed by Heritage Consultancy Services in December 2018 and was 
consequently added to SCHED3, not having been scheduled in the Operative Plan, as a 
category B item. 

Hampton House has historical and social significance as an early inter-war apartment 
building that is notable for its rarity value in a national context given its age, and 
architectural significance for its Georgian Revival styling by notable Timaru architectural 
partnership Turnbull and Rule. The contribution the building makes to the historic 
residential streetscape of The Terrace lends it contextual value which contributes to the 
building’s overall heritage significance. 

Conclusion: No material raised by the submission alters my opinion that the building at 16 
The Terrace in Timaru meets the criteria for scheduling. The submitter states that he is in 
possession of a Certificate of Compliance that allows for demolition of the building without 
resource consent, but this fact does not alter my assessment of the building as having 
significant heritage value.” 

6.24.26 Based on the above assessment, I agree with Dr. McEwan’s recommendation that HHI-79 
(Hampton House) should not be removed from Schedule 3.  The owner has 5 years from 
issue of the Certificate of Compliance to demolish HHI-79. If/when the building is 
demolished the District Plan can be updated.  

6.24.27 A site visit to the South Canterbury Club [150.2] was undertaken by the author with Dr. 
McEwan on 21 August 24. In relation to this submission point Dr. McEwan, at paragraphs 
15.1 – 15.3 of her evidence she states:  
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“The submitter has requested the removal of the heritage item from SCHED3 or, failing that 
outcome, the reduction of the extent of setting to the single land parcel on which the historic 
club building is located. 

Upon review of the submission and a site visit on 21 August 2024, I have reduced the setting 
as requested by the submitter (Attachment 11). I do not agree that the property, as now 
mapped, ‘is not significant enough to receive a B classification’ (s150, p. 2). 

Conclusion: As stated above I agree in part with the submission in respect to a reduced 
extent for the scheduled heritage item.” 

6.24.28 Based on the above I agree with Dr. McEwan’s recommendation that the setting for the Sth 
Cant. Club be reduced.  

6.24.29 The submitter TDHL [186.7] requested that HHI-75 (Sailors’ Rest/South Canterbury 
Seafearers’ Centre) be removed from Schedule 3. In relation to this submission point Dr. 
McEwan, at paragraphs 20.1 – 20.3 of her evidence she states:  

“The submitter has requested that HHI-75 (Sailors’ Rest /South Canterbury Seafarers’ 
Centre) be removed from SCHED3. The building was assessed by Heritage Consultancy 
Services in January 2019 and was consequently added to SCHED3, not having been 
scheduled in the Operative Plan, as a B category item. 

The Sailors’ Rest has high historical and social significance for its association with Timaru 
Port, the local branch of the Women’s Christian Temperance Movement (est. in New 
Zealand in 1885) and the international provision of social services to visiting seamen. It 
appears to be the oldest purpose-built Sailor’s Rest in the country that is still in use as a rest. 
The building has architectural significance for its Arts and Crafts Bungalow styling by 
successful Timaru architectural practice Walter Panton & Son and contextual significance 
as a local historic feature within the environs of Timaru Port. 

Conclusion: No material provided by the submission alters my opinion that the building 
meets the criteria for scheduling. The submitter states that it is in possession of a Certificate 
of Compliance that allows for demolition of the building without resource consent, but this 
fact does not alter my assessment of the building as having significant heritage value.” 

6.24.30 On the basis of the assessment above I agree with the recommendation of Dr. McEwan that 
HHI-75 is not removed from Schedule 3.  The owner of HHI-75 has five years from the issue 
of the Certificate of Compliance to demolish the building. If/when the building is 
demolished the District Plan can be updated. 

6.24.31 Heritage NZ [114.39] seeks that a statement of significance should be linked to the SCHED3 
to promote greater understanding for owners and plan users. I understand from talking 
with Heritage NZ that their term “Statement of Significance” equates to the Council’s 
Heritage Record Form, the heritage assessment behind all HHI and HHA that are included 
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into Schedules 3 and 4. The Heritage Record Forms for each HHA is available on Council’s 
Proposed District Plan website, under Supporting Documents42. These documents will 
continue to be available once the PDP is made operative.  I consider it is unnecessary to 
include the forms into a District Plan as that would mean a plan change is necessary in order 
to update any of the forms.  Instead, I consider it would be appropriate for a cross-refence 
be added to SCHED3 - Schedule of Historic Heritage Items that provide plan users with easy 
access to Council’s Heritage Record Forms.  

Conclusions and Recommendations   

6.24.32 I recommend the following amendment are made to SCHED3 - Schedule of Historic Heritage 
Items: 

o Orari Racecourse (HHI-210) be added to the planning maps as per attachment 7 of Dr 
McEwan’s evidence. 

o St Peter’s Anglican Church in Temuka (HHI-210) be added to the planning maps as 
per attachment 10 of Dr McEwan’s evidence. 

o The setting for the HHI73-South Canterbury Club be reduced as described within 
Attachment 10 of Dr. McEwan evidence.  

6.24.33 I recommend that a cross-refence be added to SCHED3 - Schedule of Historic Heritage Items 
to Council’s Heritage Record Forms, as follows: 

NOTE: The Heritage Record Forms for each HHI and HHA is available on Council’s 
District Plan website4344 

SCHED3 - SCHEDULE OF HISTORIC HERITAGE ITEMS   
Unique 
Identifier 
(link to 
map) 

Item/Building 
Name 

Physical 
Address 

Category Former 
Number 

Item/Building 
descriptor 
and protected 
interior 
elements 

Assessment 
Report  

HNZPT 
Ref 

HNZPT 
Cat 

 

6.24.34 I recommend that the HNZPT Ref within HHI-2 is updated as follows:  

HHI-
2 

Te Kamaka 
o 
Arowhenua 
Ratana War 

Cnr 
Huirapa 
Street & 
Timaru-

A New Waharoa (carved 
gateway). Waharoa 
with relief carving 

130458
6 

n/a 
982
545 

n/a 

 
 
42 https://www.timaru.govt.nz/services/planning/district-plan/proposed-district-plan/proposed-district-
plan/supporting-documents/supporting-information  
43 A hyperlink to the website will be inserted. 
44 Heritage NZ [114.39] 
45 Heritage NZ [114.47] 

https://www.timaru.govt.nz/services/planning/district-plan/proposed-district-plan/proposed-district-plan/supporting-documents/supporting-information
https://www.timaru.govt.nz/services/planning/district-plan/proposed-district-plan/proposed-district-plan/supporting-documents/supporting-information
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Memorial 
Archway 

Temuka 
Highway, 
Arowhenu
a 

and inset memorial 
tablets. 

Section 32AA 

6.24.35 I consider the recommended amendments to SCHED3 helps to achieve both HH-O1 and 
HH-O2 as these additions ensures that the HHI’s are identified and their heritage values are 
documented and also ensures that the integrity and heritage values of HHI’s are protected 
from inappropriate subdivision, use and development. I consider this additional 
information will have a cultural benefit as it provides more accurate information on the 
nature of the heritage values within the HHI’s.  

6.24.36 I do not consider the recommended amendments to have any greater economic, 
environmental or social effects than the notified provisions. 

 

6.25 SCHED4 - Schedule of Historic Heritage Areas 

6.25.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Heritage NZ 114.40 
Grants Motels Ltd 112.2 

Submissions  

6.25.2 Heritage NZ [114.40] supports the work that has been undertaken to prepare a statement 
of significance for each heritage area. They consider that a statement of significance should 
be linked to the SCHED4 to promote greater understanding for owners and plan users. 

6.25.3 Grants Motels Ltd [112.2] seeks the removal of the heritage overlay from the town of 
Temuka.  

Analysis  

6.25.4 In response to the submission from Heritage NZ, as noted in the assessment of SCHED3 - 
Schedule of Historic Heritage Items above, I consider it would be appropriate for a cross-
refence be added to SCHED4 - Schedule of Historic Heritage Areas that provide plan users 
with easy access to Council’s Heritage Record Forms.   

6.25.5 Grants Motels Ltd is mistaken in that the only two Historic Heritage Areas included in the 
PDP are for Stafford St and Caroline Bay.  On that basis I disagree with the submission 
requesting the overlay’s removal, given it does not exist. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations  

6.25.6 I recommend that SCHED4 - Schedule of Historic Heritage Areas is retained as notified.  

6.25.7 I recommend that a cross-refence be added to SCHED4 - Schedule of Historic Heritage Areas 
to Council’s Heritage Record Forms as follows:  

 

SCHED5 — SCHEDULE OF NOTABLE TREES 
 

NOTE: The Notable Trees Assessment Report for each Notable Tree and Notable Tree 
Group is available on Council’s District Plan website4647.  

 

SCHED5A — SCHEDULE OF NOTABLE INDIVIDUAL TREES 
 

Unique 
Identifier 

Physical 
Address 

Legal 
Description 

Botanical 
Name 

Common 
Name 

Locality 
Description 

Reference 
Number 

 

 

Section 32AA 

6.25.8 I consider the recommended cross-reference to the Council’s Heritage Record Forms is very 
minor in nature but improves the clarity and interpretation of the provision. I do not 
consider the recommended amendment will have any greater environmental, economic, 
social, and cultural effects than the notified provisions. 

6.26 Mapping HHI and HHA  

6.26.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Te Pukenga NZ Institute of Skills and 
Technology 

215.4 

Alliance Group Ltd 173.153 

Submissions 

6.26.2 Te Pukenga requested that the setting of the former Timaru Main School headmaster’s 
house (HHI-66) be revised in light of the subdivision undertaken in 2023. The submitter is 
the property owner, and the subdivision was supported by HNZPT. 

 
 
46 Clause 10(2) 
47 A hyperlink to the website will be inserted. 
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6.26.3 Alliance supports the inclusion of HHI-23 in SCHED3 but has requested a review of the 
location of the scheduled item and the extent of setting for reasons of accuracy and size. 

Analysis 

6.26.4 With respect to Te Pukenga, Dr. McEwan, has provided the following comment within 
sections 21.1 – 21.5 of her evidence:  

“Te Pukenga requested that the setting of the former Timaru Main School headmaster’s 
house (HHI-66) be revised in light of the subdivision undertaken in 2023. The submitter is 
the property owner and the subdivision was supported by HNZPT.  

I reviewed the subdivision documentation and consequently revised the historic heritage 
item record form for HHI-66 (Attachment 14). Details that have been altered include the 
legal description, the extent of setting description and the aerial view at the bottom of the 
report.  

Consequential to the submission, the historic heritage item record form for the Timaru Main 
School War Memorial (HHI-206) has also been amended to acknowledge that it no longer 
shares the same land parcel as the former headmaster’s house (Attachment 15). 

Conclusion: I agree with the submission and have revised the historic heritage item record 
forms for both the former dwelling and the adjacent war memorial according to the recent 
subdivision of the site. The planning maps should also be revised accordingly.” 

6.26.5 Based on the above assessment, I agree with the recommendation of Dr. McEwan that the 
maps and record form be amended to reflect the correct extent of the setting.  

6.26.6 The submission by Alliance appears to have arisen, in part, out of the way in which the 
heritage overlay has mapped the item (see Attachment 12 in Dr. McEwan’s evidence); with 
the indicative heritage icon being placed in the middle of the setting, at some distance from 
any of the scheduled coastal defence structures. Dr. McEwan, has provided the following 
comment within sections 17.1 – 17.3 of her evidence: 

“The submitter supports the inclusion of HHI-23 in SCHED3 but has requested a review of 
the location of the scheduled item and the extent of setting for reasons of accuracy and size. 
This submission appears to have arisen, in part, out of the way in which the heritage overlay 
has mapped the item (Attachment 12); with the indicative heritage icon being placed in the 
middle of the setting, at some distance from any of the four scheduled coast defence 
structures. 

The former coast defence artillery battery is scheduled on the Operative Plan and listed by 
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (list no. 7761, historic place category II). A site visit 
was undertaken on 22 August 2024 and a further review of historic aerials and research 
compiled by HCS has led to identifying the individual components of the heritage item within 
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a revised, two-part heritage setting; the historic heritage record form has been revised 
accordingly (Attachment 13). 

Conclusion: I agree with the submitter that the extent of setting needs to be accurate and 
have revised the historic heritage item record form on that basis. I also recommend that the 
heritage overlay map identifies each of the scheduled structures in order to make clear 
where they are located within the setting.” 

6.26.7 On the basis of the above assessment, I agree with the recommendations of Dr. McEwan 
and have described the changes required to planning maps in Appendix 1.  

6.26.8 Within paragraphs 23.1 – 23.4 of her evidence Dr. McEwan, has noted several minor errors 
within SCHED3, she states:   

“In preparing this Statement of Evidence it has come to my attention that the HHI overlay 
map is incorrect in respect to a number of historic heritage items included in SCHED3. 

Two examples of where inaccuracies occur between the schedules and heritage overlay map 
are given here to demonstrate the problem. Whereas SCHED3 records HHI-26 as ‘Tarahaoa’, 
the Arowhenua Māori School building, the planning map shows Finch house to be item HHI-
26. The latter building was removed from SCHED3 prior to notification at my 
recommendation.  On the planning map the three new scheduled items at Arowhenua are 
shown as HHI-1, HHI-2 and HHI-207; the latter is the school building. 

Similarly, the Municipal Band Rotunda in Temuka is shown on the planning map as HHI-208. 
In SCHED3, however, HHI-208 is the former musterer’s hut at Peel Forest, which has been 
labelled HHI-209 on the map. 

Conclusion: I recommend that the heritage overlay planning map be amended to accurately 
reflect the schedule of historic heritage items itemised in SCHED3.” 

6.26.9 I have reviewed the errors highlighted by Dr. McEwan and I consider that these errors can 
be corrected under clause 16(2) of the RMA.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.26.10 I recommend that: 

o That the settings of HHI-66 and HHI- 23 in planning maps be amended as described in 
Appendix 1.  

o HHI-2 Te Kamaka o Arowhenua Ratana War Memorial Archway -delete n/a and put 
the number 9825 in the HNZPT column. 

o That HHI-26 symbol and setting be deleted from the maps. 

6.26.11 I recommend that the following amendments be made to SCHED3: 
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HHI-
26  

‘Tarahaoa’, 
Arowhenua 
Māori School 
building  

37 Huirapa 
Street, 
Arowhenua  

A  New  The school building is 
set back from the 
roadway within the 
grounds of Te Kura 
Māori O Arowhenua 
on the south side of 
Huirapa Street.  

1346173  n/a  n/a  

 
 

HHI-
207  

Municipal Band 
Rotunda  
‘Tarahaoa’, 
Arowhenua 
Māori School 
building  

Temuka 
Domain, 
Domain 
Avenue, 
Temuka  
37 Huirapa 
Street, 
Arowhenua  

B  
A  

New  
New  

Octagonal bandstand with 
steps on north side leading 
to platform edged with 
solid panel base and 
balustrading, located within 
the Temuka Domain.  
The school building is set 
back from the roadway 
within the grounds of Te 
Kura Māori O Arowhenua 
on the south side of 
Huirapa Street.  

1428041  
1346173  

n/a  
n/a  

n/a  
n/a48  

  
HHI-
208  

former 
musterers’ 
hut / 
Richmond 
Hut  
Municipal 
Band 
Rotunda  

Te Kahui 
Kaupeka 
Conservation 
Park, 
Rangitata 
Gorge Road, 
Peel Forest  
Temuka 
Domain, 
Domain 
Avenue, 
Temuka  

B   New  Small, single-storey 
building with rectangular 
footprint and gabled 
roof.  The hut is located 
near the east bank of 
Bush Stream, a tributary 
of the Rangitata River, 
within the Two Thumb 
Range. Royal Hut, which 
is located on the Te 
Araroa Trail, is 2.2 
kilometres to the north 
of the Richmond Hut.  
Octagonal bandstand 
with steps on north side 
leading to platform 
edged with solid panel 
base and balustrading, 
located within the 
Temuka Domain.  

1428166  
1428041 

n/a  n/a49  

  
And a new entry be made into SCHED3 as follows: 
 

 
 
48 Clause 16(2) RMA 
49 Clause 16(2) RMA 
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HHI-
209  

Former 
musterers’ hut 
/ Richmond 
Hut  

Te Kahui 
Kaupeka 
Conservation 
Park, 
Rangitata 
Gorge Road, 
Peel Forest  

B  New  Small, single-storey 
building with 
rectangular footprint 
and gabled roof.  The 
hut is located near the 
east bank of Bush 
Stream, a tributary of 
the Rangitata River, 
within the Two Thumb 
Range. Royal Hut, 
which is located on 
the Te Araroa Trail, is 
2.2 kilometres to the 
north of the Richmond 
Hut.  

1428166  n/a  n/a  

 

Section 32AA  

6.26.12 I consider the recommended amendments to SCHED3 helps to achieve both HH-O4 and 
HH-O5 as these additions ensures that the HHI’s are identified and their heritage values are 
documented and also ensures that the integrity and heritage values of HHI’s are protected 
from inappropriate subdivision, use and development. I consider this additional 
information will have a cultural benefit as it provides more accurate information on the 
nature of the heritage values within the HHI’s.  

6.26.13 I do not consider the recommended amendments to have any greater economic, 
environmental or social effects than the notified provisions. 
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7. Notable Trees 

7.1 Provisions where no change is sought 

7.1.1 The following provision included within the TREES Chapter either only received submissions 
in support seeking their retention or received no submissions: 

o TREES-O150 

o TREES-P1 

o TREES-P351 

o TREES-R2 

o TREES-R4 

7.1.2 I recommend the provision listed above be retained as notified.  

7.2 General  

7.2.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

The Tree Council 220.3, 220.4, 220.5 

Submissions 

7.2.2 The Tree Council [220.3, 220.4, 220.5] opposes the requirement in the PDP that landowner 
approval is necessary for a tree to be nominated and considered for scheduling. Other 
councils take a different approach, allowing any tree to be nominated for scheduling 
through a plan change process, during which the owner can provide feedback. Trees are 
public assets that benefit the community, and their protection should not be subject to the 
approval or veto of a landowner with potentially short-term interests.  

7.2.3 They seek that the process for nominating a tree for scheduling be amended to remove the 
requirement for landowner approval, allowing nominations to be made as part of the 
assessment, plan change, and public notification process, with the landowner given the 
opportunity to submit feedback during the plan change. 

7.2.4 They consider that, given the importance and critical role of large trees in the urban 
environment, scheduled trees should receive the highest level of protection. The Council 
should implement a robust process requiring mandatory public notification for any 
proposal to remove a scheduled tree, recognizing that these trees are public assets, not 

 
 
50 Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society [156.93] 
51 Waka Kotahi [143.76], KiwiRail [187.51] 
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private. They seek an amendment to the process for the removal of scheduled trees, 
ensuring that public notification is compulsory for all such applications. 

7.2.5 They seek confirmation that scheduled rural trees will retain their protection, considering 
the removal of protection for these trees to be short-sighted and irresponsible. Beyond 
their environmental benefits, mature trees contribute significantly to visual amenity, 
heritage, and the character of the area. The submitter strongly indicates they will not 
hesitate to pursue judicial review if there is any decision to remove comprehensive 
protection for these important assets. 

Analysis 

7.2.6 In relation to the process of including a notable tree in the district plan, the Section 32 
report associated with the TREE chapter explains the process of including new trees into 
SCHED5 - Schedule of Notable Trees. It states:  

“The Council requested nominations for new significant trees from the public. Nominations 
were open from 24 May 2018 until 4 July 2018. For each of the trees nominated, a 
landowners approval was required. Nominations were not accepted for assessment, 
without a landowners approval. Thirty-three nominations were assessed and 22 have a 
STEM score of more than 125. In total, 22 new items are recommended for inclusion in the 
Schedule for Notable trees in the District Plan”.52 

7.2.7 I note that the requirement to require landowner approval is not a requirement that is 
specified within the PDP, this was a decision made by Council as part of the development 
of the PDP. Given this, I consider it is not the role of the PDP to set out the process for 
determining how nominations for new notable trees are included within future plan 
changes.  

7.2.8 In relation to the process of removing a notable tree from a district plan under the RMA 
involves a formal process. It starts with a member of the community, a landowner or the 
council requesting a plan change, followed by an assessment of the tree's significance. The 
council typically uses criteria like environmental, historical, and aesthetic value, often with 
public consultation. The public can make submissions, and a hearing may occur if there is 
opposition. The council then decides whether to approve or decline the removal. If 
approved, the tree is removed from the notable tree schedule. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

7.2.9 No amendments to the TREES chapter are recommended.  

 
 
52 Section 1.2.2: https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/668680/Notable-Trees.pdf  

https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/668680/Notable-Trees.pdf
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7.3 Introduction  

7.3.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Royal Forest and Bird Protection 
Society  

156.92 

Federated Farmers 182.76 

Submissions 

7.3.2 Federated farmers [182.76] supports the recognition and identification of notable trees but 
state that if these trees are located on private land, engagement between the Council and 
landowners needs to occur so the tree is best managed for future generations. They seek 
that an amendment is made to the introduction to the chapter regarding the need for 
engagement to occur between the Council and landowners over how best to achieve the 
protection of notable tree or trees. 

7.3.3 Forest and Bird [156.92] seek an amendment to the introduction explaining that notable 
trees, indigenous or exotic may be significant habitat for native species. They seek the 
following amendment:  

... Smaller and less prominent trees may be significant if they rank highly with respect to a 
number of the criteria, or if they commemorate a notable person or significant event. Some 
notable trees or groups of trees with significant values may also provide habitat for 
significant indigenous fauna. Notable trees are a component of amenity values and the 
quality of the environment that the RMA seeks to maintain and enhance. 

Analysis 

7.3.4 With respect to the submission from Federated Farmers, I disagree and amendment to the 
introduction is required. The Section 32 report associated with the TREE chapter explains 
the process of including new trees into SCHED5 - Schedule of Notable Trees. It states:  

“The Council requested nominations for new significant trees from the public. Nominations 
were open from 24 May 2018 until 4 July 2018. For each of the trees nominated, a 
landowners approval was required. Nominations were not accepted for assessment, 
without a landowners approval. Thirty-three nominations were assessed and 22 have a 
STEM score of more than 125. In total, 22 new items are recommended for inclusion in the 
Schedule for Notable trees in the District Plan”.53 

 
 
53 Section 1.2.2: https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/668680/Notable-Trees.pdf  

https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/668680/Notable-Trees.pdf
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7.3.5 Given the inclusion of notable trees within the PDP was only undertaken with the approval 
of the landowner, I disagree any amendments are required to the introduction.   

7.3.6 In response to the addition to the introduction sought by Forest and Bird, I disagree this 
amendment is required. As explained within the introduction to the TREES chapter  the 
Council has used the Standard Tree Evaluation Method (STEM) to measure significance, 
which is based on a range of factors including size, position, the presence of other trees, 
scarcity of the species, the tree’s role in the particular location, life expectancy, form, 
scientific value, historic value, cultural value, functional value, ecological value, and street 
landscape value. If a notable trees or groups of trees provides habitat for significant 
indigenous fauna I consider this will be managed by the ECO chapter.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 

7.3.7 I recommend that the introduction is retained as notified.  

7.4 TREES-P2 Maintenance of Notable Trees  

7.4.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

KiwiRail  187.50 

Submissions 

7.4.2 KiwiRail [187.50] seeks an amendment to the policy to ensure the safe and efficient 
operation of regionally significant infrastructure as they are aware of a group of notable 
trees located within the rail corridor. They seek the following amendments: 

Enable the minor pruning and trimming of branches where the works will: 

1. retain or improve the health of the Notable Tree; and 

2. allow the regular maintenance of the Notable Tree; and 

3. ensure the safe and efficient operation of regionally significant infrastructure; and 

[…] 

Analysis 

7.4.3 I disagree with the suggested amendment. I note that minor pruning and trimming of 
branches is be enabled to allow the regular maintenance of a notable tree within TREES-P1 
and a specific addition related to regionally significant infrastructure is not required.  
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

7.4.4 I recommend that TREE-P2 be retained as notified.   

7.5 TREES-P4 Removal of Notable Trees 

7.5.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Forest and Bird  156.94 
Waka Kotahi  143.77 
KiwiRail 187.52 

Submissions 

7.5.2 Waka Kotahi [143.77] and KiwiRail [187.52] support the policy and seek it to be retained as 
notified. 

7.5.3 Forest and Bird [156.94] considers that the policy should recognise that some notable trees 
may provide habitat for significant indigenous fauna and only allow for clearance where it 
will not endanger the habitat values. They suggest the following amendment: 

Only allow the removal of a Notable Tree where: 

[…] 

6.  the removal will not adversely affect the habitat values provided to significant 
indigenous fauna. 

Analysis 

7.5.4 I disagree with the suggested amendment. I consider it is the role of the ECO chapter to 
ensure the protection of the habitat of significant indigenous fauna. I note that this is 
achieved through ECO-O1 and the provisions of the ECO chapter, which that the values of 
significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna across the 
District are protected.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 

7.5.5 I recommend that TREE-P4 be retained as notified.  

7.6 TREES-R1 Minor pruning and trimming of branches  

7.6.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 
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SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Connexa  176.68 
Waka Kotahi 143.78 
Spark 208.68 
Chorus  209.68 
Vodafone 210.68 

Submissions  

7.6.2 Waka Kotahi [143.78] supports the rule and seeks it to be retained as notified. 

7.6.3 Connexa [176.68], Spark [208.68], Chorus [209.68] and Vodafone [210.68] consider 
amendments are required to meet the obligations established in the Telecommunications 
Act 2001 and the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003. They also note that the 
restriction to the bottom third of the tree is also unhelpful if that is not necessarily where 
the interference with infrastructure is. The submitters consider Standard D13.6.1 of the 
Auckland Unitary Plan provides appropriate provisions. They seek the following 
amendments:  

TREES-R1 Minor pruning and trimming of branches less than 50mm diameter associated 
with the maintenance of Notable Trees 

Activity status: Permitted Where: 

PER-1 

It involves minor pruning and trimming of branches in the bottom third of the notable tree 
only and is undertaken using non-mechanical means only (handsaw, secateurs or loppers). 

1. The maximum branch diameter must not exceed 50mm at severance. 

2.  No more than 10 per cent of live growth of the tree may be removed in any 
one calendar year. 

3.  The works must meet best arboricultural practice. 

4.  All trimming or alteration must retain the natural shape, form and branch 
habit of the tree. 

Analysis 

7.6.4 I agree in part with the submitter's suggested amendments to the rule. I note that the 
suggested amendments retain the intention of the rule, which is to provide minor pruning 
and trimming of notable trees. I consider the amendments provide greater specificity as to 
the level of pruning and trimming that can be undertaken. I recommend that the 50mm 
diameter threshold included within the rule title be retained as notified. The 50mm 
diameter threshold included within the title of TREE-R1 is used to delineate which activities 
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are included within TREE-R1 and any pruning of branches that are thicker than 50mm in 
diameter are then captured by TREE-R2.  I consider these suggested amendments better 
achieves TREE-P2, which includes specific directions requiring that the tree’s health, form 
and shape are maintained and that the pruning and trimming are to be supervised or 
undertaken by a qualified arborist.   

Conclusions and Recommendations 

7.6.5 I recommend that TREES-R1 be amended as follows:  

TREES-
R1 

Minor pruning and trimming of branches less than 50mm diameter at 
severance 54 associated with the maintenance of Notable Trees 

All 
Zones 

Activity status: Permitted 
  
Where: 
  
PER-1 
It involves minor pruning and trimming 
of branches in the bottom third of the 
notable tree only and is undertaken 
using non-mechanical means only 
(handsaw, secateurs or loppers). 
No more than 10 per cent of live 
growth of the tree may be removed in 
any one calendar year. 
 
PER-2 
The works must be supervised or 
undertaken by a qualified arborist 
 
PER-3 
All trimming or alteration must retain 
the natural shape, form and branch 
habit of the tree.55 

Activity status when compliance 
not achieved with PER-156: 
Restricted Discretionary 
  
Matters of discretion are restricted 
to: 

1. the need for maintenance, and 
extent of the minor pruning and 
trimming; and 

2. whether the significance of the 
notable tree described in SCHED5 - 
Schedule of Notable Trees is 
maintained; and 

3. whether the maintenance will 
ensure that the long-term health of 
the notable tree is provided for; and 

4. duration, timing, frequency, extent 
and staging of work.  

Section 32AA  

7.6.6 I consider the recommended amendments to TREES-R1 are minor in nature but improves 
the clarity and interpretation of the provision and better achieves the direction within 
TREES-P2. I do not consider the recommended amendments will have any greater 
environmental, economic, social, and cultural effects than the notified provisions.  

 
 
54 Connexa [176.68], Spark [208.68], Chorus [209.68] and Vodafone [210.68] 
55 Connexa [176.68], Spark [208.68], Chorus [209.68] and Vodafone [210.68] 
56 Connexa [176.68], Spark [208.68], Chorus [209.68] and Vodafone [210.68] 
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7.7 TREES-R3 New activity and development within the root protection area of 
notable tree 

7.7.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Connexa  176.69 
Federated Farmers 182.77 
Waka Kotahi 143.79 
Spark  208.69 
Chorus 209.69 
Vodafone  210.69 
The Tree Council 220.1 

Submissions  

7.7.2 Waka Kotahi [143.79] supports the rule and seeks it to be retained as notified.  

7.7.3 Federated Farmers [182.77] supports the rule in part but seeks amendments to provide for 
mechanical cultivation within the rootzone of notable trees as a permitted activity. They 
also seek the use of the term “tree protection zone” in place of root protection area, as it 
can be easily calculated. The amendments sought are as follows:  

Activity status: Permitted Where: 

PER-1 

The activity or development is not for any of takes into consideration The Tree Protection 
Area of notable Tree or Trees while the following could occur; 

1. any earthworks including trenching; or 

2. establishment of new impervious surface; or 

3. new buildings, with consent; 

4. new structures including fences and signs, (temporary and permanent) 

7.7.4 Connexa [176.69], Spark [208.69], Chorus [209.69] and Vodafone [210.69] are concerned 
the rule does not allow for minor excavations such as those required for customer 
connections that have a functional or operational need to be located within the root 
protection area of notable trees. They state that it is unclear if PER-1 (1) allows trenchless 
construction methods. As such, amendments are sought to provide for suitable provision 
for minor works within the root protection area of notable trees consistent with the 
Auckland Unitary Plan. They seek the following amendments: 
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TREES-R3 New activity and development within the root protection area of a notable tree 
Activity Status: 

Permitted Where: 

PER-1 

1.  Excavation must be undertaken by drilling machines at a depth of 1m or 
greater, hand-digging, air spade, or hydro vac, within the root protection area. 

2.   The surface area of a single excavation must not exceed 1m². 

3.   Works involving root pruning must not be on roots greater than 35mm in  
diameter at severance. 

 4.  Works must not disturb more than 10 per cent of the protected root zone. 

5.  Any machines used must operate on top of paved surfaces and/or ground 
protection measures. 

6.  Any machines used must be fitted with a straight blade bucket. 

7.   All works must be undertaken under the direction of a qualified arborist. 

And 

The activity or development is not for any of the following: 

1.  any earthworks including trenching; or 

2. establishment of new impervious surface; or 

3. new buildings; or 

4. new above ground structures including fences and signs (temporary and permanent). 

7.7.5 The Tree Council [220.1] consider that storage of materials in the root zone of a scheduled 
tree should be included as a prohibited activity, and seek relevant amendments.  

Analysis 

7.7.6 In responding to the submission points from Connexa, Spark, Chorus and Vodafone I have 
sought advice from Bill Steans, Parks and Recreation Manager for Timaru District Council 
who provided the following advice on the submission points: 

“Having reviewed the information, it is important that steps are taken to protect Notable 
Trees. This is best done on a case by case basis with advice from an arborist at the start. 
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An arborist will be able to determine what is required based on the tree species, size, 
health, age, location, soil type, ground and weather conditions, hard surfacing, timing, 
proximity to structures and proposed work methodology. These factors can be variable. In 
some instances there may need to be little input but in others it may require more 
involvement including supervision. 

Removal or damage to structural roots can result in a tree falling over and other impacts 
can lead to a decline in health. I have witnessed a whole row of trees die over a three year 
period as a result of installing a cable in close proximity to these trees during drought 
conditions.” 

7.7.7 Given the advice of Mr Steans, I disagree with the submitter that these activities should be 
enabled through a permitted activity rule. However, I also note that new customer 
connections may have a functional need to be located within the root protection area. 
Given this, I recommend that a new controlled activity rule be included within the TREE 
chapter that provides for new customer connections that achieve specific standards.  

7.7.8 Turning to the drafting of the rule, I consider the permitted standards proposed by the 
submitters can be used as standards for the controlled activity. I consider these standards 
will enable minor excavations (required for customer connections) while also ensuring that 
excavations will not be detrimental to the long-term health and significance of the tree. 
However, I note that the proposed standard (6) appears to be at odds with the rest of the 
standards. This proposed standard requires that “any machines used must be fitted with a 
straight blade bucket”. However, proposed standard (1) requires that excavation must be 
undertaken by drilling machines at a depth of 1m or greater, hand-digging, air spade, or 
hydro vac, none of which would require a straight blade bucket. Given this, I disagree with 
the inclusion of standard (6).  

7.7.9 In response to the submission from Federated Farmers, I disagree with the proposed 
amendments. The drafting suggested by the submitter is, in my view, unsuitable for 
inclusion as a permitted activity standard. Specifically, the submitter has proposed that 
activities or developments should "take into consideration" the tree protection area of a 
notable tree when carrying out certain activities. I consider this wording lacks the required 
certainty, as it is unclear how an applicant would demonstrate compliance with this 
standard. 

7.7.10 I also disagree with the submission point seeking that the phrase “root protection area” is 
replaced with “tree protection area”. I note that “root protection area” is defined in the PDP 
using a simple definition as follows:  

“means the circular area surrounding a tree;  which is the greater of the radius;  measured 
from the base of the trunk to: 

a. the outer extent of the branch spread; or 
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b. half the height of the tree.” 

7.7.11 This is very similar to the “tree protection area” promoted by the submitter which reads:  

“means:  

a. canopy drip line + 1m;  

b. trunk diameter at 1.4m height multiplied by 12; and  

c. tall narrow trees = ½ x Height” 

7.7.12 I consider the “root protection area” within PDP is a slightly simpler definition to follow. 
Therefore, I disagree with the suggested amendment.  

7.7.13 With respect to the submission point from the Tree Council seeking that storage of 
materials in the root zone of a scheduled tree should be included as a prohibited activity, I 
agree in part. I agree that there should be restrictions managing materials within the root 
protection area of a notable tree but rather than introducing a prohibited activity I consider 
it is appropriate that an addition is made to the PER-1 of TREES-R3 to ensure that activities 
do not release, inject or place toxic chemicals or toxic substances within the root protection 
area of a notable tree. This drafting has been taken from a permitted standards within the 
Proposed Waimakariri District Plan (TREE-R4).  

Conclusions and Recommendations 

7.7.14 I recommend that TREES-R3 is amended as follows:  

TREES-
R3 

New activity and development within the root protection area of a notable 
tree 

All 
Zones 
 
  

Activity status: Permitted 
  
Where: 
  
PER-1 
The activity or development is not for 
any of the following: 

1. any earthworks including 
trenching; or 

2. establishment of new impervious 
surface; or 

3. new buildings; or 
4. new structures including fences 

and signs (temporary and 
permanent). 

Activity status when compliance is 
not achieved : Restricted 
Discretionary 
  
Matters of discretion are restricted 
to:  

1. whether there is a functional 
need for the 
activity/development; and 

2. whether the works will be 
supervised or undertaken by a 
qualified arborist; and 

3. whether the works are necessary 
to maintain regionally significant 
infrastructure; and 

4. the extent of any earthworks; and 
5. importance of the 

activity/development to the 
community; and 
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5. the release, injection or 
placement of toxic chemicals or 
toxic substances.57 
  

6. whether the significance of the 
notable tree described in 
SCHED5 - Schedule of Notable 
Trees is maintained; and 

7. impact of the works on the long-
term health of the notable tree 
and the measures used to protect 
and maintain the health of the 
tree; and 

8. duration, timing, frequency, 
extent and staging of work; and 

9. extent of landscaping including 
planting and paving.  

 
 

TREES-
R3A 

New customer connection within the root protection area of a notable 
tree 

All 
Zones 
 
  

Activity status: Controlled 
  
Where: 
  
CON-1 
The new customer connection 
achieves the following: 
 

1. the excavation is undertaken by 
drilling machines at a depth of 
1m or greater, hand-digging, air 
spade, or hydro vac, within the 
root protection area; and 

2. the surface area of a single 
excavation does not exceed 1m²; 
and  

3. works involving root pruning are 
not on roots greater than 35mm 
in diameter at severance; and 

4. works do not disturb more than 
10 per cent of the protected root 
zone; and 

5. any machines used must 
operate on top of paved surfaces 
and/or ground protection 
measures. 

6. works are undertaken under the 
direction of a qualified arborist.58  

Activity status when compliance is 
not achieved : Restricted 
Discretionary 
  
Matters of discretion are restricted 
to:  

1. whether there is a functional 
need for the 
activity/development; and 

2. whether the works will be 
supervised or undertaken by a 
qualified arborist; and 

3. whether the works are 
necessary to maintain regionally 
significant infrastructure; and 

4. the extent of any earthworks; 
and 

5. importance of the 
activity/development to the 
community; and 

6. whether the significance of the 
notable tree described in 
SCHED5 - Schedule of Notable 
Trees is maintained; and 

7. impact of the works on the long-
term health of the notable tree 
and the measures used to 
protect and maintain the health 
of the tree; and 

8. duration, timing, frequency, 
extent and staging of work; and 

 
 
57 Tree Council [220.1] 
58 Connexa [176.69], Spark [208.69], Chorus [209.69] and Vodafone [210.69] 
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9. extent of landscaping including 
planting and paving.  

 

Section 32AA 

7.7.15 I consider the recommended addition of TREE-R3A ensures effective, resilient, efficient and 
safe regionally significant infrastructure as required by EI-O1 while also ensuring that the 
significant values of notable trees are protected as required by TREES-O1. I consider the 
recommended amendments will have an economic benefit as they reduce the consenting 
requirements for infrastructure operators. I do not consider the recommended 
amendments to have any greater environmental, cultural or social effects than the notified 
provisions. 

7.8 SCHED5 – Schedule of Notable Trees 

7.8.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Forest and Bird  156.178, 156.179, 156.180 
The Tree Council  220.2 

Submissions  

7.8.2 Forest and Bird [156.178] request adding the following trees to SCHED5: 

o TREESI-X Kowhai - Kingsdown south of Timaru, east of SH1 about opposite Campbell 
Road TREESI-X Kowhai - Pareora east of SH1 in a paddock near the bridge over the 
Pareora River TREESI-X Kowhai - on the escarpment near Davison Rd east of Cave 

o TREESI-X Kahikatea - Gunnions Bush Temuka Domain, a fine specimen which was 
planted by Mayor Gunnion in 1912, as is understood - the juvenile itself came from 
Kakahu Bush according to the records. This tree is a far better specimen than the 
nearby forked totara which has been listed as a notable tree. So, recommend the 
kahikatea also be listed as a Notable Tree. 

o TREESI-X Kanuka - one sole original small native tree on the northeast side of the 
Upper Orari Bridge, SH79. 

o TREESI-X Totara - one fine medium sized specimen, on Rise Road east of Winchester, 
and before the Factory Rd intersection. It is growing just inside the fence line on the 
SW side of Rise Road.  

7.8.3 Additionally, Forest and Bird [156.179, 156.180] oppose the inclusion of possible pest trees 
under the Canterbury Regional Pest plan, TREESG-13 and TREESG-144. They also seek the 
removal of other trees such as ash and sycamore from the schedule and the planning maps 
due to their status under the Canterbury Regional Pest Plan.  
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7.8.4 The Tree Council [220.2] considers that the Notable Trees Schedule should be regularly 
reviewed for accuracy and additional nominations processed as they are received, with 
qualifying trees added. They suggest that the Council’s website should encourage new 
nominations to the Schedule from the public.  

Analysis 

7.8.5 In response to the submission from Forest and Bird seeking four additional trees be added 
to SCHED5, Council staff attempted to find these trees but have struggled to locate the 
trees described. Further information from the submitter has been requested and no further 
information has been provided by the submitter that indicate exactly where these trees are 
located (either via photo or map reference) and how they meet the STEM criteria for 
inclusion within SCHED5. Therefore, I have been unable to assess them.  

7.8.6 With respect to the Forest and Bird submission point seeking the removal of TREESG-13 
and TREESG-144, I note both TREESG-1359 and TREESG-14460 have been assessed against 
the Standard Tree Evaluation Method (STEM) which is a widely used system in New Zealand 
for assessing and valuing trees based on their significance. Given the STEM assessment of 
these trees has resulted in their inclusion within SCHED5, I disagree that these trees should 
be removed simply on the basis due to their status under the Canterbury Regional Pest 
Plan. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

7.8.7 I recommend that no additional tree be added to SCHED5.  

7.9 SCHED5A – Schedule of Notable Individual Trees 

7.9.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

Forest and Bird  156.177 
TDC 42.71, 42.77 

Submissions  

7.9.2 Forest and Bird [156.177] support the inclusion of the following Notable trees and seek that 
they are retained as notified:  

 
 
59 https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/674049/Notable-Trees-Assessment-Report-
TREESG-13-Flatman-Crescent-McKenzie-Street,-Geraldine.pdf  
60 https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/674245/Notable-Trees-Assessment-Report-
TREESI-144-Domain-Avenue,-Temuka.pdf  

https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/674049/Notable-Trees-Assessment-Report-TREESG-13-Flatman-Crescent-McKenzie-Street,-Geraldine.pdf
https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/674049/Notable-Trees-Assessment-Report-TREESG-13-Flatman-Crescent-McKenzie-Street,-Geraldine.pdf
https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/674245/Notable-Trees-Assessment-Report-TREESI-144-Domain-Avenue,-Temuka.pdf
https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/674245/Notable-Trees-Assessment-Report-TREESI-144-Domain-Avenue,-Temuka.pdf
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o 3, 14, 40, 73, 90, 114, 119, 129. 132, 143, 154, 155, 160, 156, 167, 168, 161, 5 and SG-
9 

7.9.3 TDC [42.71, 42.77] seeks the removal of TREESI-107 from the Schedule and from the 
planning maps as the tree has been removed.  

Analysis 

7.9.4 I agree with the submission from TDC that TREESI-107 should be removed from the PDP. 
The Parks Unit of the Council were granted resource consent in 2022 to remove the tree, 
and the tree was subsequently removed.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 

7.9.5 I recommend that TREESI-107 be removed from both SCHED5A and the planning maps. 

Section 32AA  

7.9.6 I consider the recommended amendment to SCHED5 – Schedule of Notable Trees is minor 
in nature but improves the clarity and interpretation of the provision. I do not consider the 
recommended amendments will have any greater environmental, economic, social, and 
cultural effects than the notified provisions.  

7.10 SCHED5B – Schedule of Notable Group up of Trees 

7.10.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report 
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation 
to each point is provided in full in Appendix 2: 

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S) 

KiwiRail 187.87 

Submissions  

7.10.2 KiwiRail [187.87] opposes the scheduling of TREESG-11 which are owned by the submitter. 
They seek the removal of the tree grouping from the schedule of notable trees for the 
purpose of maintaining the vegetation in the rail corridor.  

Analysis 

7.10.3 TREESG-11 is described within SCHED5 – Schedule of Notable Trees as “Railway land 
between Alexandra Street, Temuka & Barker Road, Winchester”. The tree group is made up 
of six separate groups of trees that adjoin the railway line and together extend 
approximately 6 kilometres.  These trees have been assessed against the STEM61 which has 
resulted in their inclusion within the Operative Plan which has been rolled over into the 
PDP. The tree group is estimated to include more than 100 trees with a maximum height 

 
 
61 https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/674047/Notable-Trees-Assessment-Report-
TREESG-11-Railway-land-between-Alexandra-Street-Temuka-and-Barker-Road-Winchester.pdf  

https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/674047/Notable-Trees-Assessment-Report-TREESG-11-Railway-land-between-Alexandra-Street-Temuka-and-Barker-Road-Winchester.pdf
https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/674047/Notable-Trees-Assessment-Report-TREESG-11-Railway-land-between-Alexandra-Street-Temuka-and-Barker-Road-Winchester.pdf
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of 24.5 metres. The tree group is largely contained within the KRH-1 designation (Railway 
Purposes (Main South Line)).  

7.10.4 I disagree that these tree group should be removed simply on the basis that the submitter 
would like more flexibility to maintain the vegetation in the rail corridor. I note that the 
majority of the tree group is located within a KRH-1 designation, and the designation 
purposes is “Railway purposes (Main South Line)”. Therefore, KiwiRail as the requiring 
authority could maintain the vegetation in the rail corridor under the designation. Within 
are small area outside the designation, I note that amendments have been recommended 
to TREE-R1 to provide more flexibility when pruning and trimming notable trees, and 
amendments have been recommended to TREE-P2 to enable trimming and pruning where 
the works will ensure the safe and efficient operation of regionally significant 
infrastructure. Given this, I disagree with the removal of TREESG-11. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

7.10.5 I recommend the tree group be retained as notified. 

8. Conclusion 

8.1.1 This report has considered the framework for the management of historic heritage and 
notable trees within the PDP.  

8.1.2 The majority of the recommendations have been made to improve the provisions, but 
which do not alter the intent and outcomes sought in relation to these matters. Rather, 
they are expected to result in a more efficient and effective framework to achieve these 
outcomes.  

8.1.3 Having considered all the submissions and reviewed all relevant statutory and non-
statutory documents, I recommend that the PDP should be amended as set out in Appendix 
1 of this report.  

8.1.4 For the reasons set out in the Section 32AA evaluation included throughout this report, I 
consider that the recommended amended objectives and provisions are the most 
appropriate means to achieve the purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) 
where it is necessary to revert to Part 2, and otherwise give effect to higher order planning 
documents. 
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