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Section 42A Report Significant Historic Heritage

1.

Executive Summary

1.

This report has been prepared under section 42A of the Resource Management
Act 1991 (RMA) by Yvonne Legarth on behalf of Wellington Regional
Council.

2.

This report considers submissions and further submissions (submissions) on
the proposed Natural Resources Plan provisions related to the significant
historic heritage topic and makes recommendations in response to the issues
that have emerged from submissions on the proposed Plan.

3.

I have used the framework of the proposed Plan to separate out and identify
issues arising from submissions on Objective O34; followed by the issues
arising from submissions on the proposed Policies, then Rules, then Methods,
and then submissions on Schedules E1 to E5 that seek amendments, removal or
inclusion of particular sites. There were 64 submission points related to the
historic heritage provisions from 22 submitters.

4.

The significant resource management issue identified in the RMA s.32 report
on sites with significant historic heritage values is:
Degradation and destruction of historic heritage places, sites and areas,
including those significant to Māori, results in the loss of significant historic
heritage and the associated values.
Scope of the RMA section 42A report: Sites with significant values:
historic heritage

5.

Objective O34 in the proposed Plan deals with historic heritage; and is
implemented by Policies P46 and P47; Rules R149 (maintenance or repair) and
R165 (seawalls); and rules dealing with heritage structures: R168 to R171
(alterations and additions and alterations) and R172 (removal, demolition and
replacement).

6.

Other rules in the proposed Plan contain conditions that exclude the permitted
activity rules from applying to Schedule E historic heritage; or matters of
discretion that manage effects on the heritage values of structures identified in
Schedule E.
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7.

There are rules in the proposed Plan that control effects on heritage values that
only apply in the CMA. There are no specific rules in the proposed Plan that
apply to items that have heritage values that are located in the beds of lakes and
rivers; or to archaeological sites located outside of the CMA.

8.

Historic heritage is an RMA section 6(f) matter of national importance.
Relevant higher order planning instruments include NZCPS Objective 6 and
NZCPS Policies 1 and 17; and RPS Objective 15 and RPS Policies 21, 22 and
46.

9.

A list of all submitters and a summary of all decision requests in submissions is
in Appendix B. I understand that the Hearing Panel has full copies of the
submissions available to them and therefore I have not included these in full as
part of this report.

Key Issues and Responses in submissions
10.

The key issues raised in submissions on the objective, policies, rules and
schedules dealing with historic heritage are:
a)

The relationship between Regionally Significant Infrastructure
(Commercial Port) and the objectives and policies that control effects
on heritage values;

b)

The requirement in Policy P46 to meet all of the criteria (conjunctive
requirement arising from the use of ‘and’) is considered to be onerous;

c)

Seeking additions and deletions from the heritage schedules; and

d)

Additional Matters of Discretion are sought for inclusion in Rule
R169 (Additions and alterations to structures in Schedule E1 and E2)
to include an assessment of whether the activity is for “the purpose of
appropriate development in the Lambton Harbour Area …” and to
recognise the habitat value of derelict structures.
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2.

Related provisions

11.

The submissions on the provisions in the proposed Plan that deal with
significant historic heritage values overlap with the rules in the RMA section
42A reports Coastal Management and Activities in the CMA (Hearing Stream
6) dealing with structures, seawalls and disturbance in the coastal marine area
(CMA); and the discretionary and non-complying activity rules in the RMA
section 42A report: Beds of Lakes and Rivers (Hearing Stream 5) dealing with
structures and disturbance in the bed of a lake or river.

12.

The proposed Plan identifies Historic heritage freshwater sites in Schedule E5.
The regionally significant historic heritage values associated with sites located
in the beds of lakes and rivers would be considered where a discretionary or
non-complying activity rule requires consent for an activity that may have
adverse or cumulative effects on historic heritage values. Objective O34 and
Policies P46 and P47 would apply together with the other relevant objectives
and policies in the proposed Plan.

13.

The submissions on the provisions in the proposed Plan that deal with
significant historic heritage values overlap with the rules in the RMA section
42A reports Coastal Management and Activities in the CMA (Hearing Stream
6) dealing with structures, seawalls and disturbance in the coastal marine area
(CMA); and the discretionary and non-complying activity rules in the RMA
section 42A report: Beds of Lakes and Rivers (Hearing Stream 5) dealing with
structures and disturbance in the bed of a lake or river.

14.

Objective O34 and Policies P47 and P48 manage significant historic heritage
values in the proposed Plan. In addition to the rules in the heritage section
(section 5.7.7) that implement that objective and those policies, it is also
important to look at the rules in other sections that manage or permit activities
that have the potential for adverse effects on significant historic heritage
values.

15.

Maintenance and repair, additions and alterations (including extensions),
removal and demolition of structures are relevant to management of the values
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in Schedules E1 to E3; and deposition and disturbance in are relevant to the
management of the values in Schedule E4.
16.

While Rule R168 provides for the alterations of structures identified in some of
Schedule E, it needs to be clear in all of the rules in the proposed Plan that
manage the above activities that other rules managing any additions and
alterations, removal and demolition of structures either do not apply, or are
subject to consistent conditions where the activity occurs in a schedule E1 to
E3 site.

17.

A review of the rules has identified the following rules as being either unclear
or potentially problematic for the implementation of Objective O34:


Rule R149 provides for the repair and maintenance of structures as a
permitted activity, subject to conditions that only apply to E1



Rule R165: provides for additions or alterations to existing seawalls as
a controlled activity (Schedule E1 includes seawalls)



Rule R173 provides for additions and alteration to structures within the
commercial port area as a permitted activity (Schedule E2 contains
wharves in the CPA).

3.

Introduction

18.

My name is Yvonne Legarth. I am a planning consultant trading as Resourceful
Planning and Policy Limited based in Wellington.

19.

My qualification and experience are set out in my RMA section 42A report
‘Natural Form and Function’ dated 7 August 2017 which was considered in
Hearing Stream 3.

20.

In addition to reading the submissions, in preparing this RMA section 42A
report I have relied on the RMA section 32 issues and evaluation report “Sites
with significant historic heritage values” (July 2015), and the background
technical reports on historic heritage.
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21.

I have previously prepared the RMA section 42A reports: Natural Form and
Function; and Wastewater Discharges to Water, and the Officer’s Right of
Reply: Overall Plan framework. I have not been previously involved with the
preparation of the proposed Plan.

Pre-hearing meetings
22.

I have organised and attended four pre-hearing meetings that dealt with the
submissions made to add, remove or amend heritage items and places
identified in Schedule E. Pre-hearings were held where there were several
submitters making submission points on similar matters. The record of those
meetings are attached as Appendix E. I also made phone calls to discuss
submissions made to add, remove or amend specific heritage items and places
identified in Schedule E with individual submitters.

23.

Prior to preparing RMA section 42A reports, I have not had any previous
involvement with the preparation of the proposed Natural Resources Plan for
the Wellington Region.

4.

Code of conduct

24.

I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witness contained in
the Environment Court Practice Note and that I agree to comply with it.

25.

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.

26.

I am authorised to give this evidence on the Council's behalf.

5.

Scope of hearing report

27.

The Historic Heritage topic addresses submissions made on the provisions of
the proposed Plan that are identified in the table below:
Proposed plan provisions – historic heritage topic
Objective O34
Significant historic heritage values are protected from inappropriate modification, use and

NATRP-1620937158-1721
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Proposed plan provisions – historic heritage topic
development.
Policy P46: Managing adverse effects on sites with significant historic heritage value
Policy P47: Appropriate demolition
Rule R165: Additions and alterations to seawalls1
Recommendation to amend Rule R165 to add a condition (i) “the seawall / structure is not
identified in Schedule E1 (heritage structures), Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds) or
Schedule E3 (navigation aids).”
Recommended additional Rule R168A: Repairs and maintenance to structures identified in
Schedule E
Rule R168: Alteration to structures identified in Schedule E2 or Schedule E3
Rule R169: Additions or alterations to structures identified in Schedule E1 or Schedule E2
Rule R170: Additions to structures identified in Schedule E3
Rule R171: Additions or alterations to structures identified in Schedule E1, Schedule E2 or
Schedule E3
Rule R172: Removal, demolition or replacement of structures or parts of structures identified
in Schedule E1, Schedule E2 or Schedule E3
Method M23
Schedule E: Sites with significant historic heritage values
Schedule E1: Historic heritage structures
Schedule E2: Historic heritage wharves and boatsheds
Schedule E3: Historic heritage navigation aids
Schedule E4: Archaeological sites
Schedule E5: Historic heritage freshwater sites

28.

I have also undertaken an assessment in respect of Rule R149 (repairs and
maintenance) and Rule R165 (seawalls) and considered whether those rules as
notified implement Objective O34 and give effect to RPS Objective 15.

29.

Section 6 and 7 in this report sets out the statutory background to the
provisions and higher order planning instruments that address significant
historic heritage.

30.

Section 9 in this report is the analysis of the submissions made on the
significant historic heritage topic.

1

Submissions on Rule R165 are assessed in the RMA section 42A report: Coastal Management prepared
by Mr Denton. This report only deals with the submission made by HNZPT in respect of the
appropriateness of the rules controlling activities associated with Schedule E heritage values. See Issue
5.2 below.
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31.

Appendix A contains the recommended amendments shown as redline
changes.

32.

Appendix B contains and the recommended decisions.

33.

Appendix C contains the RMA section 32AA Evaluation Table.

34.

Appendix D contains a table of higher order planning documents.

35.

Appendix E contains the records of the pre-hearing meetings.

36.

Appendix F contains the report of the Rangitatau Wahi Tapu Area.

37.

At the time of writing this report submitters had not yet presented their
submissions and evidence at the hearing, therefore the recommendations
contained within this report only deal with the written submissions.

38.

Any conclusions reached or recommendations made in this report are not
binding on the Hearings Commissioners. It should not be assumed that the
Commissioners will reach the same conclusions. The Commissioners will
make their decisions having considered all of the evidence brought before them
by the submitters.

39.

This report is intended to be read in conjunction with the reports that were
before the Hearing Panel in Hearing Stream 1; these are the RMA section 42A
Reports: Introduction and procedural matters (procedural background
information, statutory context and administrative matters pertaining to the
regional plan review and development of the proposed Plan):

40.

a)

RMA section 32 and consultation

b)

Part A: Overall policy framework of the proposed Plan

c)

Part B: Overall policy framework of the proposed Plan.

The statutory requirements to recognise and provide for Māori cultural values
identified in RMA s6(e) are dealt with in other parts of the proposed Plan, and
were considered as part of the RMA Section 42A Hearing Report: Areas and
sites with significant mana whenua values (Hearing Stream 1).

NATRP-1620937158-1721
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–

6.

Background
documents

Statutory

and

non-statutory

6.1

Resource Management Act 1991

41.

The purpose of a regional plan is set out in RMA section 63, and is to assist a
regional council to carry out any of its functions in order to achieve the
sustainable management purpose of the RMA; and in conjunction with the
Minister of Conservation, to achieve the sustainable management purpose of
the RMA in relation to the coastal marine area of the region.

42.

The discretion to prepare a regional plan in RMA section 65 is discussed in
paragraphs 35 and 36 of my RMA section 42A report on natural form and
function; and paragraph 38 of that report discusses the requirement to have
regard to documents recognised by iwi. Those matters are also discussed in the
RMA section 42A report: Introduction and procedural matters, and are not
repeated here.

43.

A regional council must prepare and change any regional plan in accordance
with its functions under section 30; and the provisions of Part 2; any directions
or regulations; and its obligations to prepare an RMA section 32 report.2

44.

The historic heritage provisions must be within the functions of a regional
council3 and must have regard to the Crown’s interests in the coastal marine
area4; management plans and strategies prepared under other Acts; the New
Zealand Heritage List/Rārangi Kōrero5.

45.

The Council’s functions include the preparation of objectives and policies in
relation to any actual or potential effects of the use, development, or protection
of land which are of regional significance6; and the control of land and physical
resources in the CMA in conjunction with the Minister of Conservation7.

46.

The Council must fulfil a number of statutory requirements in relation to
historic heritage when preparing a proposed Plan under the RMA. This

2

RMA s.66(1)(a) to (f)
RMA s.6, s.7, s.8 and s.30
4
RMA s.66(2)(b)
5
RMA s.66(2)(iia)
6
RMA s. 30(1)(a) and (b)
7
RMA s.30(1)(d)
3
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includes the RMA section 5 requirement to promote the sustainable
management purpose of the Act in the management of the use, development,
and protection of natural and physical resources.
47.

The statutory requirements in relation to historic heritage are contained in
RMA Part 2, and include:
i)

The RMA section 6(e) requirement to recognise and provide for the
relationship of Māori and their culture and traditions with their
ancestral lands, water, sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga 8; and the
RMA section 6(f) requirement recognise and provide for the
protection of historic heritage (including archaeology) from
inappropriate use, and development; as matters of national
importance.

ii)

The RMA section 7 requirement to have particular regard to
kaitiakitanga 9 and the ethic of stewardship 10 , the efficient use and
development of natural and physical resources11, the maintenance and
enhancement of amenity values 12 , maintenance and enhancement of
the quality of the environment 13 , and any finite characteristics of
natural and physical resources14.

iii)

The RMA section 8 requirement to take into account the principles of
the Treaty of Waitangi (Te Tiriti o Waitangi).

48.

The provisions in the proposed Plan that deal with historic heritage values must
be within the regional council’s functions15; be necessary to ensure the RMA
sections 6, 7 and 8 matters and address the significant resource management
issues in the region. RMA section 12(1)(g) (and the requirement to give effect
to the NZCPS) provides for the Council to identify and manage potential
effects on historic heritage located in the CMA through rules in the proposed

8 RMA s.6(e)
9 RMA s.7(a)
10 RMA s.7(aa)
11 RMA s.7(b)
12 RMA s.7(c)
13 RMA s.7(f)
14 RMA s.7(g)
15 RMA s.66(1)
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Plan (coastal plan provisions). RMA section 13(1) manages structures in the
beds of lakes and rivers, and provides for the regional plan to identify and
manage the effects on structures in, on, under and over the beds of lakes and
rivers that have significant historic heritage values. Where the plan is silent, or
if there is no regional plan, the RMA requires a consent to be obtained
(irrespective of whether or not the structure has heritage values). The approach
in the proposed Plan is to assess the potential effects on heritage values
identified in Schedule E5 for activities which require a resource consent for
discretionary or non-complying activities.
49.

In managing heritage values, the proposed Plan must give effect to relevant
provisions of the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) and the
Regional Policy Statement for the Wellington Region (RPS) 16 , and having
combined the regional plan with the regional coastal plan, the provisions in the
proposed Plan must not be internally inconsistent17.

7.

National Policy Statements

7.1

National Policy Statement Fresh Water Management

50.

There are no provisions in the NPS-FM that are directly relevant to historic
heritage provisions.

7.2

New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010

51.

The Objectives and Policies in the NZCPS that are relevant to the heritage
provisions in the proposed Plan, include:
i)

NZCPS Objective 6 which is to enable use and development,
recognising that historic heritage in the coastal environment is
extensive but not fully known, and is vulnerable to loss or damage
from inappropriate use, and development.

ii)

NZCPS Policy 1 that recognises that the characteristics of the coastal
environment includes items of historic heritage in the coastal marine
area or on the coast18; and

16 RMA s.67(3)
17 RMA s.67(4)(b)
18

NZCPS Policy 1(2)(g)
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iii)

NZCPS Policy 17 which is to protect historic heritage in the coastal
environment from inappropriate activities, by recognising that
protecting heritage values may involve conservation19; by facilitating
and integrating management of historic heritage that spans the line of
mean high water springs 20 ; by including policies, rules and other
methods in regional plans21; and by imposing conditions on resource
consents22.

52.

Other relevant provisions in the NZCPS include recognising that physical
resources (which includes infrastructure with heritage values) is part of and has
modified the coastal environment23; that buffer areas may be appropriate to
manage effects from activities in the coastal environment on historic heritage
values 24 , that vehicle access that has potential to damage historic heritage
should be controlled25; that the enhancement or protection of natural features
that protect sites of significant historic heritage values from coastal hazards
should be provided for26.

7.3

Wellington Regional Policy Statement

53.

The approach in the operative RPS is to direct provisions into regional and
district plans, based on an assessment of the historic heritage values first,
followed by a determination of how effects on those values are to be addressed.

54.

RPS Objective 15 is: “Historic heritage is identified and protected from
inappropriate modification, use and development”.

55.

RPS Policies 21 and 22, and RPS Policy 46 provide for identifying places, sites
and areas with significant historic heritage values, protecting significant
historic heritage values, and managing effects on historic heritage values.

19

NZCPS Policy 17(d)
NZCPS Policy 17(e)
21
NZCPS Policy 17 (f)
22
NZCPS Policy 17(g)
23
NZCPS Policy 1(i)
24
NZCPS Policy 6(j)
25
NZCPS 20(1)(e)
26
NZCPS Policy 26(1)
20
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56.

Two issues arising from submissions relate to managing the effects of activities
at the interface between significant historic heritage values, climate change and
significant infrastructure that is located in the coastal environment.

57.

The RPS Objectives and Policies that are relevant to managing the
consequences of climate change and adaptation are in RPS Chapter 3.8 natural
hazards provisions. These are covered in the RMA section 42 Report: Natural
Hazards and the benefits derived from regionally significant infrastructure is
covered in the RMA section 42 Report: Beneficial Use and Development.

58.

Natural Hazards are dealt with in the NZCPS and in the RPS Chapter 3.8.
Infrastructure is addressed in RPS Chapter 3.3 Energy, infrastructure and
waste 27 . The definition of regionally significant infrastructure is in RPS
Appendix 3 (Definitions) and the benefits of regionally significant
infrastructure are dealt with in the RPS at page 10 and are not directly relevant
to this topic.

59.

I conclude that the infrastructure and natural hazard (climate change)
provisions in the proposed Plan may also be relevant when considering a
particular application for development, however due to the planning
methodology used to structure the proposed Plan, the RPS provisions for
natural hazards (including climate change) and that provide for infrastructure
are addressed in different parts of the plan.

7.4

New Zealand Heritage List/Rārangi Kōrero28

60.

I understand that the experts that undertook the assessments and prepared the
reports referred to in the RMA section 32 report references considered a
number of sources, including the New Zealand Heritage List/Rārangi Kōrero as
required by RMA s66(2)(c)(iia). I rely on the technical reports and have not revisited the sources used for that assessment by the technical experts.

27

RPS Objective 10 is that the social, economic, cultural and environmental, benefits of regionally
significant infrastructure are recognised and protected. RPS Policies 7 and 39 (Benefits from
renewable energy), RPS Policy 8 (Protecting regionally significant infrastructure), RPS Policy 10
(Transport demand management), RPS Policy 11 (Energy efficient design).
28
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014
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61.

A submission made by Heritage NZ S97/017 sought that Rangitatau Pa be
added to Schedule C. Rangitatau Pa is a Wāhi Tapu areas on the HNZPT
register (List No.964829 attached as Appendix F).

62.

Ms Guest discussed the Rangitatau Pa sirte in her Right of Reply: Mana
Whenua values at section 11.2: Rangitatau Wāhi Tapu Area, and recommends
the inclusion of the wahi tapu in Schedule E.

7.5

Planning documents recognised by iwi authorities

63.

I am not aware of any relevant planning documents lodged with the regional
council that have been recognised by the iwi authority and which contain
specific provisions that deal with historic heritage.30

64.

The evidence of Mr Grace, Hearing Stream 1, explains the concerns of iwi
about the iwi management plans and Ms Greenberg explains how the approach
to the preparation of the proposed Plan was intended to meet the requirements
of the RMA and iwi expectations.

8.

Background – Overview of the Historic Heritage
provisions

8.1

Significant historic heritage values

65.

This RMA section 42A report deals with submissions on Objective O34,
Policies P46 and P47; Rules R168 to 172; Method M23 and Schedule E.

66.

The objective provides for the protection of significant historic heritage values
from inappropriate modification, use and development, and the policies
provide clear criteria to assist decision makers with assessing whether the
effects of a proposed activity may be inappropriate.

67.

There is a permitted activity Rule R149 that provides for maintenance or
repair of structures subject to conditions which include the General Coastal
Conditions, and as notified there is a controlled activity Rule R165 that deals
with additions, alterations and extensions to seawalls.

29
30

http://www.heritage.org.nz/the-list/details/6158
see RMA s.66(2A)
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68.

There are five schedules in the proposed Plan that identify significant historic
heritage values and archaeological sites. These are Schedule E1 (heritage
structures), Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds), Schedule E3 (navigation
aids), Schedule E4 (Archaeological sites) and Schedule E5 (Historic heritage
freshwater sites). The schedules have been developed following assessments
by technical experts against criteria.

69.

The objectives and policies apply alongside other provisions in the proposed
Plan which manage other values, such as those in Schedule C Sites with
significant mana whenua values; those which manage activities such as the use
of land and water for Regionally Significant Infrastructure (RSI), the effects of
natural hazards, rules that control structures, disturbance and deposition; and
provisions that are to sustainably manage the use, development and protection
of the coastal marine area (CMA).

70.

Table 1 in the RMA section 32 report31 identifies the relevant historic heritage
provisions, and sets out the relationship between the objectives, policies, rules,
methods and schedules. The significant resource management issue addressed
by the historic heritage provisions is:
Degradation and destruction of historic heritage places, sites and areas,
including those significant to Māori, results in the loss of significant historic
heritage and the associated values32.

71.

The specific provisions that address this significant resource management issue
include proposed Objective O34 which is to protect significant historic heritage
values from inappropriate modification, use and development and the policies,
rules and method that implement it.

72.

Policy P46 in the proposed Plan provides for the management of effects of
activities on the sites with significant historic heritage values identified in
Schedules E1 to E5 in the proposed Plan, and describes the outcomes to be met
when considering whether a proposed activity may be inappropriate due to the

31
32

RMA s.32 report: Sites with significant historic heritage values, Table 1 pg 14
RMA s.32 page 2

PAGE 14 OF 80

NATRP-1620937158-1721

Section 42A Report Significant Historic Heritage

effects on heritage values. Policy P46 in the proposed Plan draws from and
gives effect to RPS Policy 22(a) and RPS Policy 46.
73.

Policy P47 in the proposed Plan describes the circumstances when demolition
of a structure with significant historic heritage values identified in the
Schedules may be considered to be appropriate.

74.

The potential effects on historic heritage in the CMA are specifically controlled
by Rules R168 33: R16934; R17035; R17136 and R17237 in the proposed Plan.
The alteration of a wharf or boat shed identified in Schedule E2, or navigation
aids in Schedule E3; and additions to navigation aids that are identified in
Schedule E3 are provided for as permitted activities subject to conditions. The
maintenance or repair of structures in the coastal marine area (including those
identified in Schedules E1, E2 and E3) are provided for as permitted activities
(subject to conditions) in proposed Rule R149. Other permitted and controlled
activity rules in the proposed Plan have conditions that exclude the rule from
applying when an item in Schedule E is present.

75.

I have recommended a new Rule R168A to provide for the maintenance and
repair of historic heritage identified in Schedule E1, E2 and E3 within section
5.7.7 of the proposed Plan that deals specifically with heritage structures. The
recommended new rule is based on Rule R149 (maintenance or repair of
structures). I consider that replicating (in part) and locating the permitted
activity rule together with the other heritage rules assists with the readability of
the plan, and understanding of how historic heritage values are managed. The
alternative would be to amend Rule R149(g) to make it explicit that the rule
also applies to Schedules E1, E2, E3.

76.

I have also recommended that items in Schedules E1 to E4 be excluded from
the controlled activity Rule R165 (additions and alterations to seawalls) by

33

Proposed plan Rule R168 permitted activity - alteration to structures identified in Schedule E2 or Schedule E3 pg 211
PRNP Rule 169 restricted discretionary activity - additions and alterations to structures identified in Schedule E1 or Schedule E2
pg 211
35
PNRP Rule 170 permitted activity - additions to structures identified in Schedule E3 pg 213
36
PNRP Rule 171 discretionary activity - additions or alterations to structures identified in Schedule E1, Schedule E2 or Schedule
E3 pg 213
37
PNRP Rule 172 discretionary activity - Removal, demolition or replacement of structures or parts of structures identified in
Schedule E1, Schedule E2 or Schedule E3 pg 214
34
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adding a condition38 so that Rule R171 (additions and alterations to a structure
in Schedules E1, E2 and E3) clearly applies. The seawalls that have heritage
values are included under ‘structures’ in the heritage schedules.
77.

The effects of activities on those historic heritage fresh water sites identified in
Schedule E5 are not managed by a specific rule. Objective O34 and Policies
P46 and P47 in the proposed Plan may be applied when consent applications
are required by other rules in the plan and are then considered under RMA
s104(1)(a) and (c).

78.

Method M23 is to impose a condition on resource consents for ground
disturbance activities that requires consent holders to have an archaeological
discovery protocol in place. The method also relies on the archaeological
authority requirements in the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014.

79.

I have recommended an additional Method M23A, that the Council will make
resource consent applicants aware that there may be a requirement to obtain an
archaeological authority under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act
2014 when disturbance is proposed in a site identified in Schedule E4
Archaeological sites in the proposed Plan.

8.2

Schedules of significant historic heritage and technical
reports

80.

A survey of the historic heritage of the Wellington Region was commissioned
to investigate sites within the jurisdiction of the regional council.

The

References section of the RMA section 32 report identifies the technical
reports39. The technical reports are available on the proposed Plan website.
81.

I understand that the criteria used to identify significant historic heritage are
those that are set out in RPS Policy 21, and in the technical reports. The
authors of the technical reports researched and assessed the significant historic
heritage values for inclusion in Schedule E to the proposed Plan.

38

Recommendation to amend Rule R165 to add a condition R165 (i) the seawall / structure is not
identified in Schedule E1 (heritage structures), Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds) or Schedule E3
(navigation aids).
39

RMA s.32 report Historic Heritage page 15.
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82.

Proposed Schedule E contains sites and features with significant historic
heritage values. These are proposed Schedule E1: Historic heritage structures,
Schedule E2: Historic heritage wharves and boatsheds, Schedule E3: Historic
heritage navigation aids, Schedule E4: Archaeological sites which form part of
the regional coastal plan; and Schedule E5: Historic heritage freshwater sites.

9.

Analysis of submissions

9.1

Overview of submissions received

83.

I have set out my analysis of the submissions by issue as it relates to the
individual proposed Plan provisions, and then by sub-issues based on the
submission points.

84.

64 submission points have been received from 22 submitters on the provisions
that deal with significant historic heritage values in the proposed Plan.
Submitters include:

85.

i)

Industries and industry representatives

ii)

Government agencies such as Heritage NZ and NZTA

iii)

Local authorities

iv)

Community groups and individuals

v)

Kahungunu Ki Wairarapa.

10 specific submission points were made in respect of proposed Objective O34
and 14 specific submission points were made on proposed Policies 46 and 47,
including 1 submission point seeking an additional policy. 18 specific
submission points were made in respect of Rules R168 to R172 in the proposed
Plan and which seek additional Matters of Discretion. A number of submission
points sought amendments to the Schedules, to clarify, to add items and to
remove items.

86.

Further submissions were received from 15 submitters. The further submission
points include concerns about submissions seeking the addition of, amendment
to, or the removal of specific sites, and those that seek amendments to the

NATRP-1620937158-1721

PAGE 17 OF 80

Section 42A Report Significant Historic Heritage

demolition policy, and to the rules that address effects of maintenance and
repair, and additions and alterations of structures identified in the Schedules.
87.

Some submissions contain more than one issue, and will be addressed where
they are most relevant within this evidence.

9.2

Pre hearing meetings

88.

Pre-hearing meetings and phone discussions were held with submitters to
discuss submission points about specific sites in Schedule E (significant
historic heritage) in the proposed Plan to provide an opportunity for submitters
that are seeking to amend, include or remove items from Schedules E1 to E5 to
discuss their submission points and provide more information.

89.

Invitations to the pre-hearing meetings included background information about
the RPS criteria used, the key issues identified from submissions, and also
identified the submissions made on the specific sites under discussion. A prehearing meeting was held on the 15 August and 22 August 2016. Phone
discussions were held with submitters on 31 August 2016, and 1-2 September
2016. A further pre-hearing was held on 13 April 2018 that focused on the
submissions made on Schedule E1 and E2 sites on the Wellington waterfront
and CMA adjacent to and occupied by CentrePort.

90.

The criteria from the RPS were identified as the basis for identifying
significant historic heritage in Schedule E. However, at the time of the prehearing discussions held in 2016 the submitters present had not considered
those criteria.

91.

Pre-hearing records are attached as Appendix D. Those submitters that were
involved in discussions were provided with a copy of the record, and their
comments are added in track changes or as annotations.

92.

The heritage values associated with the submission 40 on specific freshwater
sites were clarified. The submitter’s view is that there are also cultural
significance and recreation values with the historic association of the

40

Hutt Valley Angling Club S34
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acclimatisation society release of fish species in the Mangaroa, Akatarawa,
Akatarawa West, Pakuratahi and Whakatikei Rivers, and Horokiwi Stream.
93.

There is agreement to correct the description of Ladle Bend and Pakuratahi
Bridge41.

94.

There was agreement amongst the parties that attended the pre-hearing meeting
on 13 April 2018 that the management of the heritage values associated with
the Commercial Port Area would benefit from an integrated planning approach.
All parties expressed an interest in continuing to work together on a planning
framework for the Centreport operational area. It was raised with the parties
present that the scope to amend the proposed Plan though a planning
framework that is in the process of development will be a consideration. In the
absence of the detailed plan provisions being set out in a submission, further
submissions may not have been made.

9.3

Duplication

95.

South Wairarapa District Council (S366) and Masterton District Council
(S367) submitted that there is possible duplication with the combined district
plan (CDP), the regional council jurisdiction to address heritage structures
located in the beds of rivers, and potential costs of compliance in the event that
maintenance or replacement is needed.

96.

I have read the heritage Objectives, Policies and Schedules in the operative
Combined District Plan (CDP). In my opinion the Objectives and Policies are
robust, however the operative CDP does not recognise or provide for the
Parawhaiti Stream Bridge, Ruakokoputuna Bridge, Tauweru Bridge, the
Swingbridge or the Waihenga Bridge in the heritage schedules. The narrative
in the operative CDP plan acknowledges that not all historic heritage has yet
been thoroughly identified and assessed42. The CDP rules that apply to land use
affecting historic heritage take a similar approach to the proposed Plan, with
minor repairs and maintenance to scheduled items being a permitted activity
subject to conditions being met. The Waihenga Bridge is within the NZTA
designation for the SH1, and therefore the provisions in the operative CDP

41
42

Rail Heritage Trust of New Zealand S059
On line version - Wairarapa District Plan Part B page 10-2 (second paragraph)
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would not apply to any works undertaken under that designation. This being
the case I do not agree that there is any duplication in the proposed Plan
provisions that recognise the heritage values of those bridges.
97.

The issue of duplication arose in the pre-hearing meeting held in August 2016,
and is also dealt with in Issue 9.2 of this report.

9.4

Jurisdiction

98.

The heritage schedules only identify significant historic heritage that is located
in the coastal marine area (CMA), and located in the beds of lakes and rivers.
The question of jurisdiction and the ability of the proposed Plan to deal with
historic heritage is in some submissions seeking the addition or removal of
items from Schedule E.

99.

RMA section 6 requires all those exercising powers and functions under the
Act to recognise and provide for matters of national importance, including the
protection of historic heritage from inappropriate use or development.

100.

Amongst the Council’s powers and functions is the preparation of a regional
plan, and a regional coastal plan in conjunction with the Minister of
Conservation. RMA section 66 is that a regional council must prepare and
change any regional plan in accordance with a number of matters, including
s.66(a) its functions under section 30; and section 66(b) the provisions of Part 2
(which includes RMA section 6(f) historic heritage), and section 66(ea) a
national policy statement, a New Zealand coastal policy statement, and a
national planning standard; and (f) any regulations.

101.

As with RMA section 12, the presumption in RMA section 13(1) is that
resource consent is required to undertake activities in relation to structures or
any part of a structure in, on, under or over the bed of a lake or river unless
expressly allowed by a rule in a regional plan or an NES. This includes bridges
identified as having significant historic heritage value.
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102.

The proposed Plan must give effect to the RPS. The RPS43 directs regional
plans to include provisions to protect the significant historic heritage values
associated with places, sites and areas.

9.5

Heritage values of the Tauweru Bridge and Waihenga
Bridge

103.

The pre-hearing meeting that was attended by Masterton District Council
discussed the heritage values of the Tauweru Bridge and Waihenga Bridge, and
after the meeting a review of the previous technical assessments was made to
identify whether there is another bridge with equivalent heritage significance to
the Tauweru Bridge and the Waihenga Bridge in the Masterton District. I
understand that the heritage assessments undertaken as part of the technical
reports did not identify or consider other similar bridges.

9.6

Submissions on historic
Commercial Port Area

heritage

affecting

the

Heritage values of structures in the commercial port area
104.

The pre-hearing discussion on Schedule E1 and E2 identified an opportunity to
develop a planning framework that might address submissions affecting the
Commercial Port Area. A record of that meeting is attached to this report. An
earthquake occurred 14 November 2016, which delayed further discussion on a
detailed planning framework for the Commercial Port Area.

105.

A second pre-hearing meeting held on 13 April 2018 discussed the opportunity
for a planning framework that incorporates the heritage values of two of the
wharves that are located in the commercial port area (Railway Wharf and
Waterloo Quay Wharf). The inclusion of Kings Wharf and Glasgow Wharf,
and the reclamation edges shown in the operative Regional Coastal Plan Map
4D is still sought by submitters.
Seawalls with heritage values

106.

At the pre-hearing meeting in 2016 no agreement was reached on the
submission point made by WCC in respect of deleting the seawalls from

43

RPS Policies 21 and 22
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Schedule E1. The seawalls are located around the Wellington harbour, and
therefore a CentrePort planning framework would not apply to the seawalls.

10.

Key Issues and Responses

107.

The following section identifies and discusses the key issues raised in
submissions, and makes recommendations in response to each of the key
decisions sought. The structure of the plan groups the objectives together in a
chapter, followed by the grouped policies, rules and methods, therefore the
approach taken in this report is to group issues under those headings. The
submissions are addressed in groups based on issues or concerns raised and
where the content of the submissions is the same or similar.

108.

I have set out my analysis of the provisions relating to the historic heritage
topics by issue, under the following headings:


Submissions on Objective O34: Issue 1



Submissions on Policies P46 and P47: Issue 2



Submission seeking a new policy: Issue 3



Submissions on the Rules and matters for discretion: Issue 4



Submissions on Matters for Discretion in Rue R169: Issue 5



Submissions on Method M23: Issue 6 and Issue 7



Submissions on site specific historic heritage in Schedule E: Issue 8

Issue 1. Submissions on Objective 34: Significant historic
heritage values
Issue 1 – Does Objective O34 give effect to the RPS and provide for the protection of
sites as well as values ? Should the scope of Objective O34 be limited to Schedule E ?
Background
109.

Section 3.7 in the proposed Plan recognises and provides for the protection of
sites with significant values. The focus is on the protection of historic heritage
with significant values, in the context of an assessment against the criteria in
RPS Policies 21 and 22; and RPS Policy 46 which is to be applied to determine
whether an activity may affect a place, site or area with historic heritage value.
The explanation in RPS Policy 46 is that the approach applies to those historic
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heritage sites, places, features and areas that are yet to be assessed against the
criteria in RPS Policies 21 and 22; and included in a regional or district plan.
110.

As notified, Objective O34 is “Significant historic heritage values are
protected from inappropriate modification, use and development.”

Submissions on Objective O34
111.

There are 10 submission points on Objective O34. The submission points made
by NZ Transport Agency S146/057; Wellington Civic Trust S62/006; Minister
of Conservation S75/035 and Heritage New Zealand S94/003 are to retain
Objective 34 as notified.

112.

Mt Victoria Residents' Association Inc (MVRA) S162/014 made a general
submission point that provisions for land based historic heritage areas and sites
that reflect the broad scope of RMA planning instruments be included, and
Objective O34 be added. CentrePort Properties Limited FS49/015 oppose the
submission.

113.

Masterton District Council S367/054 and South Wairarapa District Council
S366/054 make a general submission that applies to all sites with significant
values, and in the case of Objective O34 the submission seeks that Objective
O34 is only applied to scheduled items and values in the relevant schedule, that
the maps are redefined to provide certainty, and that the values be specific
rather than generic. CentrePort Properties Limited FS49/016 supports the
submission.

114.

Federated Farmers of New Zealand S352/092 is to amend Objective O34
seeking the objective be amended to add “or restored in partnership with
landowners and the community”.

115.

Rangitane o Wairarapa Inc S279/045 seek an amendment to the proposed
wording of Objective O34 which clarifies that the proposed Objective is to
protect sites as well as values. 44 . CentrePort Properties Limited FS49/018
opposes the submission.
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116.

Kahungunu Ki Wairarapa S300/013 is that “Often this heritage is confined to
human development, but the use of natural elements by humans in improving
the quality of life should be considered for this protection too”.

Assessment
117.

Objective O34 in the proposed Plan applies to heritage values in the CMA and
in the beds of lakes and rivers. Objective O34 is “Significant historic heritage
values are protected from inappropriate modification, use and development.”

118.

Objective O34 addresses the loss or degradation of significant historic heritage
from inappropriate modification, use and development. The submissions
generally support proposed Objective O34.

119.

Objective O34 in the proposed Plan is identified in the Council’s RMA section
32 report as the most appropriate to achieve the purpose of the RMA. I agree
with that evaluation. The RMA section 32 report also evaluates the extent to
which the policies, rules and methods are the most effective and efficient
means of achieving proposed Objective O34.

120.

The key issues raised in submissions on Objective O34 are about including
land–based historic heritage, certainty that sites as well as values are protected,
to limit the scope of the objective to Schedule E, and managing heritage in
partnership with the community.

Include land based historic heritage in the regional plan
121.

I understand the legal advice that the Council has received is that the regional
plan may include objectives, policies, rules, methods, and schedules that
recognise and provide for historic heritage in the CMA, and that the objectives
and policies may also recognise and provide for historic heritage in the beds of
lakes and rivers.

122.

The objectives, policies, rules, method and Schedules E1 to E4 in the regional
coastal portion of the proposed Plan recognise and provide for the historic
heritage values of regional significance and do not extend into areas above
Mean High Water Springs (MHWS). The historic heritage values outside of the
CMA are to be managed in district plans.
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123.

The objectives, policies and Schedule E5 in the proposed Plan recognise and
provide for historic heritage in the beds of lakes and rivers.

Protection of sites and values
124.

The significant historic heritage sites and the values associated with those sites
are closely connected. In my opinion Objective O34 as drafted gives effect to
the NZCPS and the RPS. I consider that using ‘values’ in proposed Objective
O34 is appropriate because the planning framework provided by the RPS deals
with historic heritage values. The RPS policies are to identify places, sites and
areas with significant historic heritage values in regional plans45; that regional
plans shall include policies, rules and other methods to protect historic heritage
values and to avoid the destruction of unidentified archaeological sites and
wāhi tapu with significant historic heritage values46 and to manage effects on
historic heritage values when making decisions on consents47.

Specify Schedule E in Objective O34
125.

The proposed Plan must give effect to the RPS. RPS Objective 15 is that
historic heritage is identified and protected from inappropriate modification,
use and development. Objective O34 and Schedule E only identifies
‘significant’ historic heritage.

126.

The RPS Objective 15 goes further and applies to all historic heritage, with
RPS Policy

21 directing plans to identify places, sites and areas with

significant historic heritage values that contribute to an understanding and
appreciation of history and culture, using criteria in the RPS; and RPS Policy
22 directing provisions in plans that protect those significant historic heritage
values associated with places, sites and areas from inappropriate subdivision,
use, and development; and that avoid the destruction of unidentified
archaeological sites and wāhi tapu with significant historic heritage values
127.

Where historic heritage has not been assessed, then the RPS Policy 46 requires
a determination to be made about whether an activity may affect a place, site or

45

Regional Policy Statement for Wellington Policy 21
Regional Policy Statement for Wellington Policy 22
47
Regional Policy Statement for Wellington Policy 46
46
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area with historic heritage value, and includes criteria for determining whether
an activity is inappropriate.
128.

In my opinion, amending Objective O34 to specify that it applies to Schedule E
would limit the scope of Objective O34 to just those features identified in
Schedule E, and in doing so would fail to give effect to RPS Objective 15 and
NZCPS Objective 6. NZCPS Objective 6 recognises that historic heritage in
the coastal environment is extensive but not fully known, and vulnerable to
loss or damage from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development.

129.

Amending Objective O34 to refer to Schedule E would also reduce the
effectiveness of Objective O34 to achieve the purpose of the RMA. This is
because RMA section 6(f), the NZCPS and the RPS apply more broadly (to all
historic heritage), as does the significant resource management issue that
Objective O34 addresses.

130.

I consider that the focus on “significant heritage values” should sit at the policy
level rather than in an objective in order to give effect to the directions in RPS
Objective O15 and associated policies, and to NZCPS Objective 6. However
there are no submissions seeking that the word ‘significant’ be deleted from
Objective O34.

131.

In my opinion the rules where the proposed Plan should specifically refer to
Schedule E, because that is where the specific regulation applies, and referring
to Schedule E1, E2. E3, E4 and E5 where relevant provides certainty about
when the particular regulatory tools apply.

132.

I consider that Objective O34 as notified is appropriate. While the plan
identifies historic heritage of regional significance, it is possible that there may
still be previously unknown or previously unrecorded historic heritage values
(e.g. archaeology).

133.

The current drafting provides decision makers with the ability to have regard to
Objective O34, when significant historic heritage values are present, which
have not been specified in Schedule E. This is consistent with the approach in
NZCPS Objective 6. RPS Policy 46 requires a determination to be made as to
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whether an activity may affect a place, site or area with historic heritage value,
and for determining whether an activity is inappropriate.
Partnership with the community
134.

Proposed Objective O34 is to protect significant historic heritage values from
inappropriate activities, and as drafted the proposed Objective would also
include those heritage values that are restored in partnership with the
community48.

135.

I do not recommend any change to Objective O34 in the proposed Plan.
Objective O34 might be improved by removing the word ‘significant’ to align
with the RPS Objective 15, however there are no submissions on that matter.
Currently the objective addresses historic heritage of regional significance, and
this fits squarely within the regional council’s functions.

Recommendation on Objective O34
136.

I recommend that Objective O34 be retained as notified.

Issue 2. Submissions on Policy P46: Managing adverse
effects on sites with significant historic heritage value and
Policy P47: Appropriate demolition
Background
137.

As notified, Policy P46 in the proposed Plan is: “More than minor adverse
effects on the significant historic heritage values identified in Schedule E1
(heritage structures), Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds), Schedule E3
(navigation aids), Schedule E4 (archaeological sites) and Schedule E5
(freshwater heritage) shall be avoided, remedied or mitigated by managing
activities so that:
a)

significant historic heritage values are not lost, damaged or destroyed,
and

b)

effects are of a low magnitude or scale, or effects are reversible, and

c)

interconnections and linkages between sites are not significantly
altered or lost, and

48

Submission point made by Federated Farmers of New Zealand S352/092
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d)

previous damage to significant historic heritage values is remedied or
mitigated where relevant, and

e)

previous changes that have significant historic heritage value in their
own right are respected and retained, and

f)

adjacent significant historic heritage values are unlikely to be
adversely affected, and

g)

unique or special materials and/or craftsmanship are retained, and

h)

the activities do not lead to cumulative adverse effects on historic
heritage.

138.

As notified, Policy P47 in the proposed Plan is: “Demolition or removal of a
structure with significant historic heritage value identified in Schedule E1
(heritage structures), Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds), Schedule E3
(navigation aids), or Schedule E5 (freshwater heritage) is inappropriate except
where the structure:
a)

is substantially damaged by fire or natural hazard, and/or

b)

poses a significant risk to human safety, and

c)

it is not reasonably practicable to repair it.

Note
Applications for demolition should consider any relevant matters of Policy
P46.
139.

The two policies (Policy P46 and P47 in the proposed Plan) describe the
management approach to be taken to protect significant historic heritage
values. The activities that have the highest risk of significant adverse effects
on heritage values are additions, alterations, relocation or removal, and
demolition.

140.

The proposed Plan is to recognise and provide for the matters of national
importance in RMA section 6(f) of which heritage is one matter; and to give
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effect to the NZCPS and RPS. NZCPS Objective 6 recognises that historic
heritage in the coastal environment is not fully known, and is vulnerable to loss
or damage from inappropriate use and development.

NZCPS Policy 17

contains provisions on managing historic heritage located in the coastal
environment, and is to protect historic heritage in the coastal environment from
inappropriate use, and development, and contains criteria for achieving that
outcome. Similarly, the RPS Objective 15 requires the protection of historic
heritage from inappropriate use and development.
141.

Together with Objective O34 in the proposed Plan, Policies P46 and P47 and
the rules and schedules that implement them give effect to the NZCPS and RPS
by providing criteria for decision makers to have regard to when considering
activities that may be inappropriate due to the adverse effects on significant
historic heritage.

Submissions on Policy P46 and P47
Issue 2 – Are the proposed Policies sufficiently clear, and should the maintenance,
replacement or alteration of infrastructure attached to or dependent on scheduled
historic heritage be specifically recognised and provided for in the policies?
142.

Issue 2 is raised in submissions seeking that the policies be modified49 or that
an additional policy be included

50

to recognise and provide for the

maintenance, replacement or alterations to existing infrastructure affixed to or
otherwise dependent on heritage structures, and the management of scheduled
infrastructure that is no longer in current use, or is considered to have no
functional or economic use.
143.

The proposed Plan takes a values based approach to the management of
regionally significant historic heritage values. Where infrastructure is affixed to
an historic heritage structure, or other activities are proposed the potential and
cumulative effects on those values are to be addressed.

144.

Proposed Policy P46 deals with adverse effects of all activities on Schedule E
items, and proposed Policy P47 deals with demolition and removal. The

49
50

Submission point made by The Oil Companies S55/022 and Powerco S29/025
Submission S286/024
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potential effects on Schedule E historic heritage from replacement and
alteration differs in scale and reversibility when compared to the potential
effects of demolition and removal, therefore I have separated the assessment
into those two groups.
Submissions in support of Policies P46 and P47
145.

There are nine submission points on Policy P46 and five submission points on
Policy P47, including submissions made by Wellington Civic Trust S62/010
and S62/011 to retain Policy P46 and Policy P47 as notified. The submission
made by the Wellington Civic Trust seeks to retain the policies as notified and
to expand the Schedule E1/E2 is opposed by CentrePort Properties Limited
FS49/117.

Issue 2.1 Retrospective obligation to repair historic heritage.
Submissions seeking amendments to Policies P46 and P47
146.

The submission point made by Wellington Water Limited S135/076 is to
amend Policy P46 to clarify that there is no retrospective obligation to repair
historic heritage.

Assessment
147.

My reading of proposed Policy P46 is that it does not require work to be done,
but instead the policy identifies criteria that a decision maker is to have regard
to 51 when managing adverse effects of any activity on significant historic
heritage values.

148.

Rule R149 in the proposed Plan provides for maintenance or repair as a
permitted activity in the coastal marine area (subject to meeting the prescribed
conditions), as there are positive effects from ensuring historic heritage is kept
in good repair and maintained appropriately.

149.

I do not recommend a change to Policy 46 in the proposed Plan to address this
submission point.

51

RMA s.104
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Issue 2.2 Replacement or alteration
150.

Submissions made by CentrePort Limited (CentrePort) S121/061 and
CentrePort Properties Limited S141/025 are to amend proposed Policy P46 so
that otherwise appropriate re-development is not constrained. In my opinion
the rules do provide for activities that may be considered to be appropriate.
Proposed Rule R149 applies to the maintenance or repair of a structure in the
coastal marine area irrespective of whether or not Schedule E applies. For
structures that are identified in Schedule E1 (heritage structures) the materials
used for maintenance and repair of the structure shall match the existing
structures in form and appearance.

Where conditions are not met, then

consents are required.
151.

I have recommended that an additional Rule R168A be included alongside the
other rules in the heritage section of the proposed Plan to make it clear that
repair and maintenance is a permitted activity, subject to conditions being met.

152.

The submission point made by Powerco S29/025 and the Oil Companies
S55/022 is to amend Policy P46 to recognise and provide for activities
associated with regionally significant infrastructure affixed to or otherwise
dependent on heritage structures. The Oil Companies’ submission seeks the
addition of the following clause “(j) there is recognition of the need to
maintain, replace or alter existing regionally significant infrastructure affixed
to or otherwise dependent on heritage structures.” CentrePort Properties
Limited FS49/113 support the submission in part.

Assessment
153.

Policies in other parts of the proposed Plan deal with infrastructure, e.g.
proposed Policy P139 identifies when new seawalls may be considered to be
appropriate to protect existing or new regionally significant infrastructure.
Proposed Policies P46 and P47 deal with potential adverse effects of activities
on historic heritage values.

154.

Replacement or alteration can have potential adverse effects on historic
heritage values. This includes replacement or alteration of infrastructure
attached to significant historic heritage. The scale of activities and
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methodology associated with replacement or alteration can vary in the potential
to have adverse effects on historic heritage identified as significant in
Schedules E1 to E5, and can be irreversible. The policies and rules in the
proposed Plan provide for consideration of those effects on a case by case basis
against clear criteria for managing activities so that decision makers can
determine what activities may be inappropriate.
155.

I consider that Policies P46 and P47 in the proposed Plan are clear and
implement Objective O34 in the proposed Plan. Policies P46 and P47 in the
proposed Plan control the potential adverse effects of activities, including
maintenance, repair, replacement or alteration and the effects of maintaining or
altering associated fixtures.

156.

The change sought by The Oil companies is already addressed in Policy P13 in
the proposed Plan, which identifies the use, operation, maintenance, and
upgrade of existing regionally significant infrastructure activities as being
beneficial and generally appropriate.

157.

The objective and policies that provide for the protection of significant historic
heritage values from inappropriate use and development apply together with
the objectives, policies that recognise the benefits of the use of land and water
for RSI,

158.

The planning approach includes permitted activity Rule R149 which has
conditions that ensure that the any modification, use or development occurs
within set parameters and changes to fixtures do not result in adverse effects or
additions and alterations to the historic heritage feature without an assessment.

159.

Where the conditions in the permitted activity rule are not met then the rules
controlling changes to historic heritage features apply. Where alterations are
made to the heritage structure and fixtures associated with RSI that are fixed to
or are dependent on structures with significant historic heritage values, these
will need to be assessed, to ensure these are designed and attached using an
appropriate methodology.
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160.

Policy P46 provides a management regime to avoid, remedy or mitigate
potential adverse effects on significant historic heritage values. In my opinion
the policies provide robust criteria that will control use and development that is
inappropriate in the context of protecting significant historic heritage values. I
consider that the words “More than minor” in Policy P46 as notified is
unhelpful, and could be deleted. A test of ‘minor effects’ has specific
application in the RMA in the context of notification and the non-complying
activity gateway, which are not the core subject matter of Policy P46, however
there are no submissions seeking that change to Policy P46. .

161.

I do not recommend a change to Policy 46 in the proposed Plan to address the
above issues.

Issue 2.3 Protection of Archaeological sites of importance to
mana whenua
162.

The submission made by Rangitane o Wairarapa Inc (S279/108) is to amend
the proposed Plan, and Policy P46 to provide protection of archaeological sites
of importance to mana whenua. Federated Farmers of New Zealand FS54/025
and CentrePort Properties Limited FS49/116 oppose the submission.

Assessment
163.

The definition of historic heritage in the RMA includes those natural and
physical resources that contribute to an understanding and appreciation of New
Zealand’s history and cultures, deriving from archaeological sites.

164.

Policies P46 and P47 are limited to managing significant historic heritage
identified in Schedule E. Archaeological sites that are not identified in
Schedule E4 are addressed in Method M23 in the proposed Plan and the
recommended additional Method M23a52.

165.

Rangitane o Wairarapa Inc S279/108 seek the plan be amended, including
Schedule E, to include a list of archaeological sites (that are appropriate for
publication) of importance to mana whenua and provide protection for those
sites via policies and rules in the proposed Plan. Federated Farmers FS54/025
oppose in part, and Centreport Properties FS49/116 oppose the submission.

52

dealt with in Issue 7 of this report at paragraph 241
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166.

The protection of sites of significance to mana whenua is an RMA section 6(e)
matter. Schedule E4 does include archaeological sites, however these have not
included sites of significance to mana whenua. The protection of unidentified
archaeological sites of importance to mana whenua is dealt with in Method
M23; and relying on the archaeological authority provisions in the Heritage
New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014; and specifying sites identified by
mana whenua in Schedules B and C in the proposed Plan. The statutory
acknowledgements are included in Schedule D, and submissions on those
provisions were dealt with in in Hearing Stream 1.

167.

For rules to apply to archaeological sites, the archaeological sites would need
to be specified in Schedule E4, and/or the specific references to Schedules E1
to E5 in the policies would need to be deleted.

168.

The option of deleting the reference to Schedule E in Policies P46 and P47
reduces the certainty around when Policies P46 and P47 will be applied, and
the interface between the policies and the regulatory tools in the proposed Plan
becomes less distinct. The proposed Plan policies and rules only apply to the
areas identified in Schedule E; with Method M23 applying to archaeological
sites that are not specified in the proposed Plan. Where an archaeological site is
not specified Method M23 is to have an archaeological discovery protocol in
place to address any unexpected sites being uncovered.

169.

An amendment to the proposed Plan to include additional archaeological sites
of importance to mana whenua in the Schedules relies on mana whenua
identifying those sites that are appropriate to be recognised and provided for in
the plan (and where the detail of the significant values are then made available
in a public forum). If additional archaeological sites are to be specified in a
plan together with relevant provisions it must be included in the notified plan,
or sufficient detail needs to be provided in a submission so that further
submissions may be made.

170.

In the absence of those sites being specified in a submission, adding
archaeological sites of significance to mana whenua to Schedule E4 will need
to go through a separate plan change process.
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Issue 2.4 Drafting of Policies P46 and P47
171.

The submission made by Wellington City Council (S286/021 and S286/022) on
proposed Policy P46 and Policy P47 is to redraft the policy so that all matters
are considered, but it is not necessary to meet all matters for a development to
be appropriate; and to delete the Note that links Policy P47 to the matters in
Policy P46. CentrePort Properties Limited FS49/114 supports the submission.

172.

Wellington City Council S286/021 seek an amendment to Policy P46 to
replace ‘and’ with ‘or’.

Assessment
173.

In my opinion, replacing ‘and’ with ‘or’ in Policy P46 would mean that the
criteria in Policies P46 and P47 could be selectively applied. The approach
weakens the ability of the policy to address potential and cumulative adverse
effects on significant historic heritage. Selective application of the criteria
using ‘or’ means only one of the criteria would need to be met. I consider that
the approach would reduce the effectiveness and efficiency of the policy in
implementing Objective O34, and would fail to provide for the protection of
historic heritage in accordance with the RPS, NZCPS and RMA section 6.

174.

Policies P46 and P47 in the proposed Plan apply to historic heritage that has
been assessed as ‘significant’ and identified in Schedule E. The policy intent is
to manage potential effects on significant historic heritage in accordance with
RMA section 6(f); and to achieve the purpose of the RMA section 5 by
ensuring the cultural well-being is provided for and that physical resources
associated with significant heritage values are managed to sustain the potential
of the physical resource to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future
generations53.

175.

As notified decision makers would ‘have regard to54’ each of the sub-clauses in
Policy P46. I consider that the relief sought would change the outcomes to be
achieved through those policies, and would be less effective and efficient in
achieving the Objective O34. For example, a proposal that only meets subclauses P46 (d) and (f) might still have effects on heritage values that are not

53
54

RMA s.5(2)(a)
RMA s104
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sufficiently mitigated, and which may be significant and irreversible (subclauses (a) and (b)).
176.

I do not recommend any change to Policy P46 (or P47) to address the issue.

Issue 2.5 Demolition and removal in Policy P47
177.

The submission point made by CentrePort S121/062 and CentrePort Properties
Limited S141/026 is to amend Policy P47 to provide for demolition if the item
is considered to be beyond repair, is derelict or has no on-going functional or
economic use.

Assessment
178.

Proposed Policy P47 (together with proposed Policy P46) identifies the matters
that a decision maker is to have regard to when considering whether the
demolition or removal of a structure with significant historic heritage values
may be appropriate. The focus of the policy is on activities that have potential
adverse effects on historic heritage values.

179.

Amending Policy P47 could result in a perverse incentive for an on-going lack
of maintenance, to create the circumstances that justify irreversible loss of
heritage values. Including a clause in Policy P47 that allows for disused or
poorly maintained structures to be demolished may provide an incentive to
undertake ‘demolition by neglect’.

180.

In my experience buildings and structures with historic heritage values can be
repaired and other uses can be found which may not be immediately obvious. I
consider that the ability to assess a proposal that may have adverse effects on
heritage values, against the criteria in Policy P46 and P47 promotes sustainable
management of physical resources.

181.

I consider that including functional or economic use in the criteria in proposed
Policy P47 applies potentially short term criteria, and in my opinion this would
undermine the outcomes intended in proposed Objective O34 and proposed
Policies P46 and P47. The additional criteria are not appropriate because these
promote potentially irreversible effects on heritage values from demolition or

PAGE 36 OF 80

NATRP-1620937158-1721

Section 42A Report Significant Historic Heritage

removal, rather than controlling those effects, and would fail to give effect to
the RPS and undermine the implementation of proposed Objective 34.
182.

I do not recommend a change to Policy 47 in the proposed Plan to address the
above issue.

Issue 2.6 Note in Policy P47
183.

The submission made by Wellington City Council S286/022 on Policy P47
seeks the deletion of the ‘Note’.

Assessment
184.

Proposed Policy P47 is drafted with a presumption that demolition or removal
of scheduled historic heritage structure is inappropriate except under the
specified circumstances. Proposed Policy P46 is also relevant, as the Note
included in P47 suggests. It does not automatically follow that a consent
application for demolition will be granted (or declined), and if consent is
granted it is likely that appropriate conditions may be imposed to avoid,
remedy or mitigate adverse effects on the heritage values. In my opinion both
policies are relevant when making a decision or considering appropriate
conditions on a consent because they both provide for management of the
potentially irreversible adverse effects on significant heritage values of
removal or demolition.

185.

I consider the Note in proposed Policy P47 that cross references back to
proposed Policy P46 is appropriate and provides clarity about how the policies
are to be applied when assessing potentially irreversible effects on significant
heritage values. Proposed Policy P46 identifies matters to be considered when
demolition or removal is proposed. A Note making it clear that the policies are
to be applied together and that regard is to be had to avoiding, remedying or
mitigating effects on significant heritage values addresses potential duplication
in the drafting of Policies P46 and P47.

186.

I do not recommend that the ‘Note’ in Policy P47 be deleted.

Recommendation on Policies P46 and P47
187.

I recommend that Policies P46 and P47 are retained as notified.
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Issue 2.7 Habitat value of derelict structures
188.

The submission made by Hamish Trolove is to recognise the habitat value of
derelict structures. The broader positive effects of structures in the coastal
marine area may include an assessment of the values associated with habitats.

Assessment
189.

While the submission point is made on a policy, I recommend that the matter in
the submission be addressed in the rules that deal with structures in the coastal
marine area. I consider that the Rule R169: Additions or alterations to
structures identified in Schedule E1 or Schedule E2 - restricted discretionary
activity, and the matters for discretion in the rule should include the ability to
consider and control potential adverse effects on the ecological values and
habitats associated with a structure identified in Schedule E.

190.

A restricted discretionary activity is appropriate where all of the effects are
known and can be identified and included in the ‘Matters for Discretion’ in the
rule. The matters for discretion limit the ability of the decision maker to
consider matters and impose conditions on an application. While the effects of
disturbance, deposition etc., associated with construction are included in Rule
R169, the potential effects on natural character and on ecology, or on other
scheduled sites, or on adjacent activities have not been included in the matters
for discretion, and therefore cannot be considered.

191.

There is an inconsistency between the rules in the proposed Plan in managing
the effects from additions and alterations of structures that have historic
heritage significance and those that do not. As a result not all of the potential
adverse effects arising from additions and alterations of a structure on natural
character, natural processes, ecology or on other scheduled areas in the
proposed Plan are managed in the matters of discretion in Rule R169. Where
there are additions and alterations that may extend the structure, be that one
with significant heritage values or not, the potential effects on the environment,
and in particular on the values within a scheduled area should be either a
condition of the rule or a matter for discretion.
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192.

Where additions and alterations to a structure with significant heritage values
may have adverse effects on a site or habitat identified in Schedule C (mana
whenua), Schedule F2c (birds-coastal), Schedule F4 (coastal sites), Schedule
F5(coastal habitats), Schedule J (geological features) or Schedule K (surf
breaks), I consider that the proposed Plan should provide the decision maker
with an ability to assess those effects. Rule R169 in the proposed Plan does not
retain the discretion to consider those matters, and there are no submissions
seeking that change to Rule R169.

193.

I consider that an additional matter for discretion of this nature should be added
to Rule R 169 to address ecological effects in the CMA. I also recommend a
consequential change to the Note in the rule.

194.

I also consider that there should also be an additional Matter for Discretion
where additions and alterations to a structure with significant heritage values
may have adverse effects on a site or habitat identified in Schedule C (mana
whenua), Schedule F2c (birds-coastal), Schedule F4 (coastal sites), Schedule
F5(coastal habitats), Schedule J (geological features) or Schedule K (surf
breaks), however I am not aware of any scope in submissions for this change.

Recommendation on Rule R169
195.

I recommend that the following matter for discretion be added to Rule R169:
Additions or alterations to structures identified in Schedule E1 or Schedule E2
– restricted discretionary activity:
Additional Matters for Discretion:
8. Effects on the ecology and habitats in the coastal marine area.
Note
Additions or alterations to seawalls are either a controlled activity under Rule
R165, a discretionary activity under Rule R166 or R171, or a non-complying
activity under Rule R167.
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Issue 3. New Policy – provide for climate change and sea
level rise
Issue 3 – Is an additional policy needed to provide for the maintenance, upgrade or
improvements to heritage infrastructure to address the effects of climate change and sea
level rise ? Issue 3 is closely related to the replacement and alteration matter in Issue 2 .

Issue 3.1 Submissions seeking an additional policy
196.

The submission made by Wellington City Council (S286/024) seeks an
additional policy that recognises the need to maintain, upgrade or improve
heritage infrastructure items to be resilient and adapt to the weather related
effects of climate change and sea level rise. CentrePort Properties Limited
(FS49/115) oppose the submission in part.

197.

The submission supports the inclusion of policies and rules that recognise and
provide for the protection and management of items with significant historic
heritage value. However, the relief sought is that an additional policy be
included that provides for the maintenance, upgrade or improvements to
heritage infrastructure to address the effects of climate change and sea level
rise55.

Assessment
198.

The maintenance, upgrade or improvements to historic heritage, such as
seawalls, has potential to have adverse effects on significant historic heritage
values, as well as natural character, natural processes and on other significant
sites identified in the schedules of the proposed Plan.

199.

The proposed Plan provisions manage effects on significant historic heritage in
sections 3.7 and 4.6.4 of the proposed Plan. The effects of seawalls and
structures on the coastal environment are dealt with in section 4.10.2 of the
proposed Plan, and natural hazards (including risks associated with climate
change) are addressed in sections 3.4 and 4.4.4 of the proposed Plan56. Climate
change is specifically addressed in Policy P29 of the proposed Plan.

55
56

Submission Wellington City Council S286/024
Objectives O20 to O22 and Policies P27 to P30 in the proposed Plan.
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200.

There is also a distinction between the requirements in RMA section 6(f) to
recognise and provide for the protection of significant historic values from
inappropriate use and development; and those in RMA section 7(i) to have
particular regard to the effects of climate change.

201.

The proposed Plan deals with new seawalls in Policy P139 in the proposed
Plan and the potential effects of seawalls on the coastal marine area are
managed in specific rules that apply to new seawalls in Rules R166 and R167;
and additions and alterations to existing seawalls are managed in Rule R165. I
have recommended an amendment to Rule R165 to ensure the rule does not
contradict the policies and Objective O34 that provide for seawalls that are
recognised as having significant historic heritage values. Where the seawalls
have significant historic heritage values, the potential adverse effects on those
values are subject to Policies P46 and P47, as well as the rules that apply to
Schedule E.

202.

The Council’s functions in respect of significant historic values are based on
recognising and providing for the protection of significant historic heritage
values from inappropriate use and development, in accordance with RMA
section 6 matter of national importance, and to give effect to the RPS which
has a similar requirement to RMA section 6(f). The provisions in the proposed
Plan and recommended change to Rule R165 are designed to make it clear that
significant historic heritage values are managed differently to seawalls without
those regionally significant values.

203.

In keeping with RMA section 6(f) and NZCPS Policy 17, proposed Objective
O34 is to protect significant historic heritage values from inappropriate
modification, use and development. Policies P46 and P47 in the proposed Plan
address the effects of activities on significant historic heritage values and
implement Objective O34 along with the rules and methods.

204.

The policy framework in the NZCPS57 promotes consideration of alternatives,
managing risk, and the protection of significant historic heritage from coastal

57

NZCPS Policy 3, NZCPS Policy 17, NZCPS Policy 24, NZCPS Policy 26 and NZCPS Policy 27.
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hazards, rather than enabling alterations in response to climate change that may
have adverse effects on heritage values.
205.

NZCPS Policy 27 requires consideration of alternatives in areas of significant
existing development likely to be affected by coastal hazards, and identifies a
range of options for reducing coastal hazard risk. NZCPS Policy 26 envisages
that natural features may be protected or enhanced where these provide
protection of significant historic heritage from coastal hazards. In my opinion
the additional policy sought in the WCC submission would not be in keeping
with the approach in the NZCPS.

206.

When considering an application for resource consent, proposed Policy P46
requires that regard be had to avoiding, remedying or mitigating more than
minor effects of all activities on significant heritage values. In my opinion the
proposed provisions give effect to NZCPS Policies 17, 26 and 27, and there is
no policy gap that needs to be filled with an additional policy to address
maintenance, upgrade or improvements to heritage structures to respond to
climate change. Proposed Policy P46 already identifies criteria that a decision
maker is to have regard to58 when assessing adverse effects of any activity with
more than minor effects on significant historic heritage values identified in
Schedules E1 to E5.

207.

I consider that reconciling the potential effects of climate change and sea level
rise with potential effects of activities on heritage infrastructure is a matter to
be considered through the resource consent process. In my opinion, the
proposed Plan provisions already provide adequate guidance to decision
makers in the event that consents are required for alterations to infrastructure
(including seawalls) that have significant historic heritage values. The
approach in the proposed Plan provides for the potential effects on historic
heritage values and the receiving environment, and the benefits for the
community to be considered on a case by case basis in terms of RMA section
104, subject to RMA Part 2.

58

RMA s.104
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Recommendation on adding a policy
208.

I recommend that proposed Policies P46 and P47 are retained unchanged, and
that no additional policy be added to provide for alterations to Schedule E
seawalls to manage climate change and sea level rise.

Issue 4.

Rules and Matters of Discretion

Issue 5 – Are the rules reasonably necessary to provide for protection of significant
historic heritage from inappropriate modification, use and development ?

Issue 4.1 Clarification of Rule R149 - maintenance or repair of
a structure in the coastal marine area
Background
209.

Rule R149 in the proposed Plan provides for maintenance or repair of a
structure in the coastal marine area as a permitted activity subject to conditions.
As notified condition (g) in Rule R149 applies only in the CMA to the
maintenance or repair of structures listed in Schedule E1 (heritage structures),
however the Note beneath the rule says the rule applies to structures listed in
Schedule E1 (heritage structures), Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds) and
Schedule E3 (navigation aids) and structures in the Commercial Port Area.

210.

The submissions on proposed Rule R149 are dealt with in the RMA section 42
Report: Management of the CMA prepared by Mr Denton.

211.

The submission made by Heritage New Zealand (S94/009) seeks permitted
activity rules that maintenance and repairs are provided for as a permitted
activity for existing structures, with appropriate conditions.

Assessment
212.

The drafting of permitted activity rule R149, as notified relates to the
maintenance and repair of structures identified in Schedule E1 and arguably
may also apply to E2 and E3. The approach is unclear, and restructuring the
rule and relocating the permitted activity rule for repair and maintenance
together with the rule that specifically deal with historic heritage in the
proposed Plan may assist with the understanding of what is permitted, and
what rules apply when a resource consent is necessary. The alternative is to
amend Rule R149 to clearly apply sub-clause (g) to Schedules E1, E2 and E3.
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Recommendation on Rule R149 and Rule 168A
213.

I recommend that the submission of Heritage New Zealand (s94/009) be
accepted in part, and that Rule R149 be duplicated in the Section 5.7.7 of the
proposed Plan, as follows:
Rule R168A: Maintenance or repair of structures in Schedule E1, E2 and E3 –
permitted activity
The maintenance or repair of a structure in the coastal marine area, including
any associated:
(a) occupation of space in the common marine and coastal area, and
(b) disturbance of the foreshore or seabed, and
(c) deposition in, on or under the foreshore or seabed, and
(d) discharge of contaminants, and
(e) diversion of open coastal water
is a permitted activity, provided the following conditions are met:
(f) for structures identified in Schedule E1 (heritage structures), Schedule E2
(wharves and boatsheds) and Schedule E3 (navigation aids) E2 or E3 the
materials used for maintenance and repair of the structure shall match the
existing structures in form and appearance, and
(g) the activity shall comply with the coastal management general conditions
specified above in Section 5.7.2.
Note
Repainting is permitted by this rule and this rule applies to structures listed in
Schedule E1 (heritage structures), Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds) and
Schedule E3 (navigation aids)

214.

Assessments of the recommended changes pursuant to s32AA of the RMA are
attached in Appendix C.
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Issue 4.2 Additions and Alterations to existing seawalls and
effects on Schedule E heritage values
Background
215.

Rule R165 in the proposed Plan provides for additions and alterations to
seawalls as a controlled activity. As notified Rule R165 appears to apply to a
seawall that may be included in or have adverse effects on the heritage values
identified in Schedule E1 (heritage structures), Schedule E2 (wharves and
boatsheds) and Schedule E3 (navigation aids).

216.

The rule allows additions that add no more than 5m in horizontal projection
and 1m in vertical projection to the structure (or seawall) as it existed on the
date of public notification of the Proposed Natural Resources Plan
(31.07.2015).

217.

The submissions on proposed Rule R165 are dealt with in the section 42
Report: Management of the CMA prepared by Mr Denton.

218.

The submission made by Heritage New Zealand S94/009 seeks that major
additions and alterations to scheduled heritage structures require a consent as at
least a restricted discretionary activity with an appropriate reference to the need
to consider effects on heritage values.

Assessment
219.

Where there are potential adverse effects (including cumulative effects) on
historic heritage values Objective O34 (and RPS) requires that the heritage
values be protected from inappropriate use and development. RPS Policy 46 is
that an activity is considered to be inappropriate having particular regard to:
(a) the degree to which historic heritage values will be lost, damaged or
destroyed;
(b) the irreversibility of adverse effects on heritage values;
(c) the opportunities to remedy or mitigate any previous damage to heritage
values;
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(d) the degree to which previous changes that have heritage value in their own
right are respected and retained;
(e) the probability of damage to immediate or adjacent heritage values;
(f) the magnitude or scale of any effect on heritage values;
(g) the degree to which unique or special materials and/or craftsmanship are
retained;
(h) whether the activity will lead to cumulative adverse effects on historic
heritage; and
(i) whether the relationships between distinct elements of an historic place,
site or area will be maintained.
220.

A controlled activity rule cannot be declined, and conditions may not be
imposed that have the effect of declining the application. Therefore I consider
that such a rule would fail to recognise and provide for the protection of
significant historic heritage values, and would not implement Objective O34,
and would fail to give effect to the RPS requirement to protect historic heritage
from inappropriate use and development, because a controlled activity rule is
unable to manage potential adverse effects (including cumulative effects) on
historic heritage values identified in Schedule E1, E2, E3 and E4.

Recommendation on Rule R165
221.

I recommend that the submission of Heritage New Zealand (s94/009) be
accepted in part, and that Rule R165 conditions be amended, as follows:
Rule R165: Additions or alterations to existing seawalls – controlled
activity
The addition or alteration to an existing seawall and the associated use of the
addition in the coastal marine area, including any associated:
(a) occupation of space in the common marine and coastal area, and
(b) disturbance of the foreshore or seabed, and
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(c) deposition in, on or under the foreshore or seabed, and
(d) discharge of contaminants, and
(e) diversion of open coastal water is a controlled activity, provided the
following conditions are met:
(f) any addition shall add no more than 5m in horizontal projection and 1m in
vertical projection to the structure as it existed on the date of public
notification of the Proposed Natural Resources Plan (31.07.2015), and
(g) the addition shall not extend any further seaward than the existing seawall,
and
(h) the activity shall comply with the coastal management general conditions
specified above in Section 5.7.2, and
(i) the seawall / structure is not identified in Schedule E1 (heritage structures),
Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds) or Schedule E3 (navigation aids).
Matters of control
1.

Effects on public access

2.

Design and construction

3.

Effects on coastal natural processes including effects on shoreline stability
in the vicinity and adjacent areas

4.

Effects on a site or habitat identified in Schedule C (mana whenua),
Schedule F4 (coastal sites), Schedule F5 (coastal habitats), Schedule J
(geological features) or Schedule K (surf breaks)

5.

Effects on the heritage values of structures identified in Schedule E1
(heritage structures), Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds) or Schedule E3
(navigational aids)
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Recommendation on Rule R171 (consequential)
222.

I recommend that the submission of Heritage New Zealand s94/009 be
accepted in part, and that Rule R171 be amended, as follows:
Rule R171: Additions or alterations to structures identified in Schedule
E1, Schedule E2 or Schedule E3 – discretionary activity
The addition or alteration to a structure identified in Schedule E1 (heritage
structures), Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds) or Schedule E3 (navigation
aids) and the associated use of the addition in the coastal marine area, including
any associated:
(a) occupation of space in the common marine and coastal area, and
(b) disturbance of the foreshore or seabed, and
(c) deposition in, on or under the foreshore or seabed, and
(d) discharge of contaminants
that is not permitted by Rule R168, R168A or Rule R170 or controlled by Rule
R165, or a restricted discretionary activity under Rule R169 is a discretionary
activity.

223.

Assessments of the recommended changes pursuant to s32AA of the RMA are
attached in Appendix C.

Issue 4.3 Submissions on Rules R168 to R172
224.

There are 20 submissions on proposed rules R168 to R172 that apply directly
to activities that have potential adverse effects on significant historic heritage.

225.

The majority of submissions are to retain the rules as notified, or to clarify the
cross referencing and headings.

226.

Mt Victoria Residents' Association Inc (MVRA) (S162/012) makes a general
submission seeking that rules apply to all parts of a heritage structure.
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Issue 4.4 Rule R168 - alteration of a structure identified in
Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds) or Schedule E3
(navigation aids) in the coastal marine area
Submissions
227.

Submission points made by CentrePort Limited (CentrePort) (S121/119);
CentrePort Properties Limited (S141/053); Minister of Conservation (S75/171)
on rule R168 are to retain the rule in its current form.

228.

The submission made by Powerco (S29/055) and The Oil Companies
(S55/064) on rule R168 is to modify the rule to include the alteration of any
service attached to a structure in the coastal marine area that is identified in
Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds) or Schedule E3 (navigation aids) in the
coastal marine area.

Issue 4.5 Rule R169 - addition or alteration to a structure
identified in Schedule E1 (heritage structures) or Schedule E2
(wharves and boatsheds)
229.

Submission points made by CentrePort Limited (CentrePort) (S121/120),
Heritage New Zealand (S94/010), Powerco (S29/056) and The Oil Companies
(S55/065) are to retain Rule R169 in its current form.

Issue 4.6 Rule R170 - addition to a structure identified in
Schedule E3 (navigation aids)
230.

Submission point on proposed Rule R170: Additions to structures identified in
Schedule E3 - permitted activity made by CentrePort Limited (CentrePort)
(S121/121) is to retain the rule in its current form.

Issue 4.7 Rule R171 - addition or alteration to a structure
identified in Schedule E1 (heritage structures), Schedule E2
(wharves and boatsheds) or Schedule E3 (navigation aids)
231.

Submission points on proposed Rule R171: Additions or alterations to
structures identified in Schedule E1, Schedule E2 or Schedule E3 discretionary activity made by CentrePort Limited (CentrePort) S121/122 and
CentrePort Properties Limited S141/055 are to retain Rule R171 in its current
form.
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Issue 4.8 Rule R172 - Removal, demolition or replacement of
structures or parts of structures identified in Schedule E1,
Schedule E2 or Schedule E3
232.

Submission points on proposed Rule R172 made by CentrePort Limited
(CentrePort) (S121/123); CentrePort Properties Limited (S141/056); Heritage
New Zealand (S94/011); Powerco (S29/057) and The Oil Companies
(S55/066) are to retain Rule 172 without further modification.

Assessment
233.

There are no submission points seeking changes to proposed rules R170 to
R172. The submission point on the Matters of Discretion in proposed rule
R16959 is addressed under Issue 5 (below).

234.

Rule R168 in the proposed Plan provides for alteration of structures identified
in Schedule E2 or Schedule E3 as a permitted activity, subject to conditions.
The permitted activity rule provides for activities with known effects that are
fully understood, certain and considered to be minor in every instance. Where
conditions are not met, rules in the proposed Plan provides for consideration of
potential effects on significant historic heritage values on a case by case basis,
through the resource consent process.

235.

Activities involving the alteration services and infrastructure attached to a
scheduled historic heritage item that do not meet the permitted activity
conditions could vary widely in scope and may have potential adverse effects
on historic heritage value. Potential effects of alterations may be cumulative.

236.

In my opinion, permitted activity rules R149 and R168 include appropriate
conditions, and where those conditions are not met then an assessment is
necessary to ensure the adverse effects on the historic heritage values are
addressed. Extending a permitted activity to include all alterations of services
and infrastructure attached to scheduled heritage items, as sought by Powerco
(S29/055) and the Oil Companies (S55/064) would not be appropriate. This is
because the location and scale of the work, and the methodology is unknown,
and therefore the activity could result in potential effects on significant historic
heritage that may be cumulative, irreversible and more than minor.

59

CentrePort Properties Limited S141/05
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Recommendations on Rules R168, R170, R171 and R172
237.

I recommend that Rules R168, R170, and R172 are retained as notified. I
recommend that a consequential change is made to Rule R171.

Issue 5.

Matters for Discretion in Rule R169

Issue 6 – Do the matters of discretion implement Objective O34 and Policies 46 and 47,
and is the purpose of development and positive effects of development on an area a
relevant matter to retain discretion over when managing effects on historic heritage
values ?
238.

Rule R169 controls additions or alterations to historic heritage structures
identified in Schedule E1 or Schedule E2 as a restricted discretionary activity,
and includes Matters for Discretion that manage potential adverse effects on
historic heritage from those activities.

239.

The submission made by CentrePort Properties Limited S141/054 is to add the
following additional Matter for Discretion into restricted discretionary activity
rule R169:
“Whether or not the additions or alterations are for the purpose of
appropriate development in the Lambton Harbour Area (Northern Zone);
and Positive effects on the Lambton Harbour Area”

Assessment
240.

The rules in the plan are to implement the objectives and policies, and the
matters of discretion should be directly linked to the outcomes sought through
the objectives and policies. In my opinion, the purpose of a development is not
a relevant matter of discretion. In assessing a resource consent application, the
Council should not have to look behind the intention or purpose of an
application for consent to determine if an activity is appropriate.

241.

There is an important distinction between positive effects on significant
heritage values; and positive effects of additions or alterations to historic
heritage structures on other values associated with the Lambton Harbour Area.
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242.

The focus of the specific provisions dealing with significant historic heritage is
the protection of those values, from activities that may be inappropriate in the
context of the effects on those values.

243.

Objective O34 in the proposed Plan provides for the protection of significant
historic heritage values from inappropriate modification, use and development.
Policy P46 in the proposed Plan manages adverse effects on sites with
significant historic heritage value. Policy 47 in the proposed Plan describes the
circumstances when demolition of a structure with significant historic heritage
value identified in the Schedules may be considered to be appropriate. The
rule, and scope of the Matters for Discretion in Rule R169 are to implement
those provisions.

244.

Significant historic heritage is a finite physical resource, and potential effects
of additions or alterations to historic heritage structures within or adjacent to
areas of high development pressure may be cumulative and irreversible.

245.

The RMA section 32 report, which I agree with, sets out the approach taken in
Policies 46 and 47, and states that: “The policy does not require the decisionmaker to do further balancing of other policies within the PNRP to determine if
demolition, in principle, is appropriate. It is expected that consent applicants
who wish to demolish a scheduled structure will provide evidence of how
technically difficult or prohibitively expensive it would be to repair it, as well
as how it was damaged or why it is considered unsafe. The decision-maker
would still need to consider the other policies of the PNRP to determine if the
effects of the specific proposal were acceptable.”60

246.

In my opinion, the relief sought in the submission61 is contrary to the intention
stated in the RMA section 32 report, and is not a relevant matter of discretion
to include in Rule R169. The positive effects of additions or alterations to
historic heritage structures on other values associated with the Lambton
Harbour Area is not a matter that promotes the outcomes sought in the
objectives and policies for significant historic heritage values.

60
61

GWRC section 32 report: Sites with significant historic heritage values: 5.1 Proposed policies pg 8
CentrePort Properties Limited S141/054
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247.

The RMA definition of effects includes positive effects. The positive effects of
additions and alterations on heritage values within the Lambton Harbour Area
is already provided for in R169 Matters of Discretion: which include: “5.
Effects on the historic heritage values of structures identified in Schedule E1
(heritage structures) or Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds)”.

Recommendation on Rule R169
248.

I do not recommend that an additional matter for discretion be added in Rule
R169 to deal with the positive effects of additions or alterations to historic
heritage structures on other values associated with the Lambton Harbour Area.

Issue 6. Methods (M23 Archaeological discovery protocols
and additional Method M23A)
Issue 6 – Is there a gap in the plan provisions that manage archaeology in the region?
Are the Methods that address legal requirements associated with archaeology
sufficiently clear ?
249.

Method M23 in the proposed Plan deals with accidental discovery and works in
addition to, and alongside the requirements for archaeological authorities under
the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014.

250.

Method M23 Archaeological discovery protocols in the proposed Plan is:
“Wellington Regional Council will require consent holders to have an
archaeological discovery protocol in place, as a condition of resource consent,
for ground disturbance activities. These protocols will ensure that appropriate
actions take place should any archaeological material be uncovered
unexpectedly.”

Issue 7. Submissions on Method M23 Archaeological
discovery protocols
251.

Submission points on Method M23 Archaeological discovery protocols in the
proposed Plan made by CentrePort Properties Limited (S141/070) and Heritage
New Zealand (S94/013) are to retain Method M23 in its current form.

252.

I recommend that Method M23 in the proposed Plan be retained as notified.
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253.

An additional submission point by Heritage New Zealand (S94/013) is to
include an additional method regarding the use of Advice Notes on resource
consents regarding the provisions in the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga Act 2015.

254.

The submission made by Derek Neal S278/026 raises a concern that the
Method is drafted like a rule, and is to delete or significantly rewrite Method
23.

Assessment
Add a Method
255.

An understanding of the relationship between the proposed Plan and the
archaeological

provisions

in

the

Heritage

New

Zealand

Pouhere

Taonga Act 2014 can assist resource consent applicants understanding the
wider statutory obligations.
256.

In my opinion, including a condition requiring an accidental discovery protocol
to be in place is a commonly used condition on a resource consent. Method
M23 in the proposed Plan deals with accidental discovery of previously
unknown archaeological sites. There is a requirement to obtain an authority to
modify or destroy an archaeological site under the Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 that also applies to recorded archaeological sites,
and would be required where those sites identified in Schedule E4:
Archaeological sites are present.

257.

In my opinion an additional Method, or an Advice Note in the plan, would
assist with the implementation of the plan and aligning regulation across
different legislation when activities occur near recorded archaeological sites.
Delete Method M23

258.

The submission made by Derek Neal S278/026 seeks that Method M23 be
deleted or re-drafted to be less like a rule. I consider that proposed Method
M23 does not need to be re-drafted because a Method is a non-regulatory tool.
The Method is not a rule, and does not require consents to be obtained from the

PAGE 54 OF 80

NATRP-1620937158-1721

Section 42A Report Significant Historic Heritage

Council. A rule sets out consent requirements under classes of activities, such
as permitted, controlled, discretionary activities (see RMA s.87A).

Recommendation on additional Method M23A
259.

I recommend that the following additional Method be included in the proposed
Plan to address potential effects of ground disturbance activities in Schedule
E4 Archaeological sites; and other recorded or known archaeological sites62.
Method M23A: Archaeological Authority requirements under the
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014
When resource consent applications are received for ground disturbance
activities near recorded archaeological sites, the Wellington Regional Council
will advise consent holders that there are also separate authorisations required
to modify or destroy an archaeological site under the Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga Act 2014. This may be by including an Advice Note in
conditions on resource consents.

260.

An alternative approach would be to include an Advice Note under the rules
that require consents to be obtained for earthworks and soil disturbance. There
are a number of rules that deal with disturbance. Rather than duplicating a note
throughout the plan, I consider that it is more efficient to include a new
Method.

261.

Assessments of the recommended changes pursuant to s32AA of the RMA are
attached in Appendix C.

Issue 8. Submissions on site specific provisions (Schedule E
and maps)
Issue 9 – Are there sites that should be added to Schedules E1 to E5 that are within the
jurisdiction of the Council, and is there duplication with the seawalls in the heritage
schedules in District Plans?

62

Such sites may include those identified in consultation with relevant mana whenua or Heritage NZ, or
recorded in the New Zealand Archaeological Association’s Archaeological Site Recording
Scheme website http://www.archsite.org.nz/
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Issue 8.1 Submissions on Schedules E1 to E5
262.

Issue 9 arises from submissions on site specific heritage values, and are to retain,
amend, remove, or add items to Schedules E1 to E563 and the relevant Maps.
Table 1: Decisions being sought in submissions on Schedule E: Sites with significant historic
heritage values located in the coastal marine area and the beds of lakes and rivers.

Schedule E1: Historic heritage structures
Add parts of the wharf edges and reclamation edges from operative RCP
Remove Oriental Bay, Evans Bay seawalls and Aberdeen Quay from Schedule E1 Schedule E2: Historic heritage wharves and boatsheds
Add Parts of the wharf edges and reclamation edges from operative RCP
Add Kings Wharf and Glasgow Wharf.
Amend description or remove Railway Wharf and Waterloo Quay Wharf
Add Burnham Wharf
Add Oteranga Bay wharves
Schedule E4: Archaeological sites
Add Archaeological and historic heritage sites of significance to mana whenua
Schedule E5: Historic heritage freshwater sites
Amend description of Ladle Bend and Pakuratahi Bridges
Amend description of The Water drop tower
Remove:
Parawhaiti Stream Bridge
Tauweru bridge
The Swingbridge
Ruakokoputuna Bridge
The Waihenga Bridge
Add:
Mangaroa, Akatarawa, Akatarawa West, Pakuratahi and Whakatikei rivers, Horokiwi
Stream

263.

The submission from the Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society (S353/176)
is to retain Schedule E. Submission points made by Wellington Civic Trust
(S62/024), Wellington Recreational Marine Fishers Association (S32/057),
Heritage New Zealand (S94/015) and Hutt Valley Angling Club Inc
(S344/002) are to add items.

63

Schedule E1: Historic heritage structures; Schedule E2: Historic heritage wharves and boatsheds;
Schedule E3: Historic heritage navigation aids; Schedule E4: Archaeological sites; Schedule E5:
Historic heritage freshwater sites
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264.

The submission point made by Rail Heritage Trust of New Zealand (S59/001)
is to amend Schedule E5 to correct site specific references.

265.

Submission points from Wellington City Council (S286/023), CentrePort
Limited (S121/140), CentrePort Properties Limited (S141/075), Masterton
District Council (S367/133), South Wairarapa District Council (S366/006) are
that specific items be deleted.

266.

Submissions64 seek the inclusion of site specific historic heritage structures and
features in the schedules and maps:

64

(a)

Fort Balance (E1)

(b)

Pukerua Bay machine gun posts (E1)

(c)

Mana Esplanade machine gun posts (E1)

(d)

Worser Bay tank obstacles (E1)

(e)

Gun and barracks Fort Balance and Point Gordon (E1)

(f)

Lighthouse Ohau Point (E3)

(g)

Wharf Oteranga Bay (E2)

(h)

Burnham Wharf (E2)

(i)

Pencarrow Lighthouse (E3)

(j)

Pencarrow historic navigation aids (E3)

(k)

Wrights Hill Fortress (E1)

(l)

Concrete base Seaton Nossiter Park (E1)

(m)

Ward Island Wharf

(n)

Clyde Quay Boat Harbour65

Submissions by Wellington Recreational Marine Fishers Association S32/003; S32/047; S32/048;
S32/050; and S32/051; Heritage New Zealand S94/014 and S94/015; Wellington Civic Trust S62/024
and S62/025
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(o)

Wellington Harbour Board Historic Area Kings Wharf and Glasgow
Wharf 66

10.1

(p)

Harbour Board gates

(q)

Westport Chambers façade

(r)

Wharf and reclamation edge – Lambton Harbour Waterfront67.

A submission point made by Wellington City Council (S286/024) is to delete
the following items from Schedule E1:
(a)

Oriental Bay seawall

(b)

Evans Bay seawall

(c)

Aberdeen Quay.

Issue 8.2 Duplication
267.

The Wellington City Council submission also identified a concern that the
values associated with the seawalls have been recognised through listing in the
District Plan, and that WCC considers the decision to list the seawalls should
remain with Wellington City Council. While the submission68 raises a question
about regional council functions associated with seawalls that are in the coastal
environment, the relief sought does not seek that the seawalls be removed from
the relevant schedules in the proposed Plan.

268.

Submission points on Schedule E2: Historic heritage wharves and boatsheds
made by CentrePort Properties Limited (S141/075) submission is to delete or
amend the description of Railway Wharf ; and CentrePort Properties Limited
(S141/075) submission is to delete or amend the description of Waterloo Quay
Wharf .

269.

Submission points on Schedule E5: Historic heritage freshwater sites made by:
Masterton District Council (S367/133) is to delete the Parawhaiti Stream

65

Submission by Heritage New Zealand S94/015
Submission by Heritage New Zealand S94/015
67
Submission Wellington Civic Trust S62/024
68
Submission Wellington City Council S286/024
66
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Bridge; Masterton District Council (S367/006) and South Wairarapa District
Council (S366/006) is to delete Ruakokoputuna Bridge; Masterton District
Council (S367/133) is to delete Tauweru bridge; Masterton District Council
(S367/133) is to delete the Swingbridge, Masterton District Council (S367/006)
and South Wairarapa District Council (S366/006) is to delete the Waihenga
Bridge.
Assessment
270.

The historic heritage provisions in the proposed Plan must be within the
regional council’s functions69 for managing historic heritage within the coastal
marine area or historic heritage in, on, over or under the beds of lakes and
rivers; and should be reasonably necessary to implement Objective O34, which
is to protect significant historic heritage values from inappropriate
modification, use and development. Provisions must give effect to the
objectives, policies and methods in the RPS. When preparing a regional plan
regard is to be had to relevant entries on the New Zealand Heritage
List/Rārangi Kōrero required by the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga
Act 201470.

271.

Schedules E1 to E5 have been the subject of a process, which is set out in the
technical reports, that included researching and describing the historic heritage
values associated with the sites identified in Schedules E1 to E5 and shown on
the relevant maps. I understand that the criteria in the RPS Policy 21 has been
applied to Schedules E1 to E5.

272.

Additional evidence will be required to demonstrate that the proposals in
submissions meet the criteria for inclusion in the Schedule E1 to E3, and are
within the scope of the Council’s coastal management functions. There are no
submissions seeking the inclusion of additional structures in, on, over or under
the beds of lakes and rivers.

273.

As part of the pre-hearing discussions, I explored the possibility that the
submission from Hutt Valley Angling Club Inc (S344/002 and S344/003) that
seeks the addition of Mangaroa, Akatarawa, Akatarawa West, Pakuratahi and

69
70

RMA s.66(1)(a)
RMA s66(2)(c)(iia)
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Whakatikei Rivers and Horokiwi Stream to Schedule E5 Historic heritage
freshwater sites might be met by adding the rivers to proposed Plan Schedule I
- Important trout fishery rivers and spawning waters. This is because Schedule
E5 mainly contains built heritage, rather than natural heritage. Nevertheless,
the association with the acclimatisation society may meet the RPS criteria in
Policy 21(a)(i) and (ii) for inclusion in Schedule E5. I have insufficient
information about the cultural heritage values of the rivers to recommend that
the rivers be included in Schedule E5.
274.

There are no activity specific rules that apply to Schedule E5. The effect of
including an item in Schedule E5 is that regard may be had to Objective O34
and Policies P46 and P47 when a discretionary activity consent is triggered by
another matter controlled by the proposed Plan.

Issue 8.3 Submissions seeking items that are outside of the
regional council’s jurisdiction
275.

The submissions as lodged do not specify and undertake an assessment of the
heritage values and location of some of the items identified for inclusion in the
heritage schedules through submissions. While it is open to the proposed Plan
to recognise historic heritage in the coastal environment, the rules 71 in
proposed Plan 5.7.7 Heritage Structures form part of a regional coastal plan
and specify that the rule only applies in the coastal marine area. I am concerned
that adding historic heritage features that are located in the coastal environment
(rather than the coastal marine area) into the relevant Schedules creates a
drafting problem for the rules.

276.

The CMA boundary for the regional coastal plan is located at MHWS. The
operative Regional Coastal Plan (RCP) contains a map (Map 4A) that shows
the CMA boundary within the commercial port area in pink. Map 4A is
attached to the record of the pre-hearing meeting held on 13 April 2018. The
CMA boundary that applies in river mouths (as agreed with the Minister of
Conservation) are shown in the operative RCP for the Wellington Region

71

Proposed Natural Resources Plan Rules R168 to R172
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Appendix 172 and on the GIS maps. I understand that the location of the CMA
boundary has not been the subject of contention.
277.

My assessment is that the following places identified in submissions are
located outside of the coastal marine area and are beyond the scope of the
regional coastal plan provisions for historic heritage:
(a)

Worser Bay tank obstacles (E1)

(b)

Lighthouse Ohau Point (E3)

(c)

Pencarrow lighthouse (E3)

(d)

Pencarrow historic navigation aids (E3)

(e)

Wrights Hill fortress (E1)

(f)

Concrete base Seaton Nossiter Park (E1)

(g)

Harbour Board gates

(h)

Westport Chambers façade.

Issue 8.4 Schedule E1 – historic heritage seawalls
278.

Where MHWS comes up to the face of a seawall, the seawall is located in the
CMA. The Oriental Bay seawall, Evans Bay seawall and Aberdeen Quay are
located within the coastal marine area and have been assessed in the technical
reports as having significant historic heritage values. In my opinion these items
should remain in Schedule E1.

279.

A concern raised in the submission made by Wellington City Council
S286/023 relates to the management of heritage values associated with
seawalls that are also identified in the district plan73. While no specific relief is
sought on that point, the submission suggests that the heritage values of
seawalls be left to the district plan.

72

http://www.gw.govt.nz/assets/Plans--Publications/Regional-CoastalPlan/455_Appendix1Maps_s862.pdf
73
Wellington City Council S286 pg 12
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Assessment
280.

A district plan cannot recognise and provide for seawalls located in the CMA.
The CMA is within the jurisdiction of the regional coastal plan. The operative
RCP Appendix 4: Features and Buildings of Historic Merit includes the
following seawalls: Island Bay Sea Wall, Lyall Bay Sea Wall, Oriental Bay
Sea Wall, Evans Bay Sea Wall and Aberdeen Quay Seawall.

281.

I consider that the management of the significant heritage values associated
with the Oriental Bay seawall, Evans Bay seawall and Aberdeen Quay seawall
should be dealt with in the proposed Plan.

282.

The technical report that deals with the seawalls in the Wellington Harbour74
finds that the Oriental Bay seawall, Evans Bay seawall and Aberdeen Quay
seawall meet the criteria in RPS Policy 21. Heritage values associated with the
Oriental Bay seawall, Evans Bay seawall and Aberdeen Quay are not limited to
townscape; for example the Oriental Bay seawall is identified as a very good
representative example of such structures75.

283.

The Council has jurisdiction for managing structures that are within the coastal
marine area. I have considered the NZCPS provisions that address cross
boundary issues by promoting integrated management where historic heritage
spans the line of mean high water springs76. I have considered the implications
of Policies P46 and P47 for the Wellington City District Plan (WCDP). A
District Plan must not be inconsistent with a regional plan 77 . I have also
considered the functions of the territorial authorities, which include meeting
the requirements of RMA section 6(f) and the provisions in the operative RCP
which recognises and provides for the Evans Bay seawall. I also note that the
RMA provides for joint hearings where matters cross administrative
boundaries.

74

http://www.gw.govt.nz/assets/Plans--Publications/Regional-Plan-Review/Coastal-Historic-Heritageof-the-Wellington-Region.pdf
75
Technical Report – Coastal Historic Heritage of the Wellington Region
http://www.gw.govt.nz/assets/Plans--Publications/Regional-Plan-Review/Coastal-Historic-Heritage-ofthe-Wellington-Region.pdf
76
NZCPS Policy 17(e)
77
RMA s.75(4)(b). In the case of activities in the coastal marine area, those functions identified in RMA
s30(1)(d) are relevant.
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284.

In my opinion, there is a high level of alignment between the proposed and
operative regional and district plans. For example, the Oriental Bay seawall,
Evans Bay seawall and the Aberdeen Quay seawall are identified as features of
historic heritage merit in Appendix 4 of the operative RCP. WCDP Objective
20.2.1 is: To recognise the City’s historic heritage and protect it from inappropriate
subdivision use and development; and WCDP Policy 20.2.1.2 is: To discourage
demolition, partial demolition and relocation of listed buildings and objects.

285.

I consider that duplication is not an issue because the construction,
maintenance and removal of seawalls is controlled through the regional coastal
plan provisions, and the heritage rules78 only apply within the coastal marine
area; with the heritage provisions in the district plan only applying outside the
coastal marine area.

286.

In the event that an activity or development requires consents from both local
authorities there is provision under the RMA for those applications to be
considered jointly, and council has the discretion to bundle those applications.

287.

WCC currently have applied for, or hold, 18 resource consents for work
involving seawalls. The matters addressed in the conditions are clearly within
the jurisdiction of the regional council, such as effects of construction on water
quality and the management of the effects on historic heritage located in the
coastal marine area. The location of the work is described in consent
applications as being in the coastal marine area. For example, the coastal
permit to repair, alter and add rock rip-rap to the existing Evans Bay Seawall79,
including any associated deposition, disturbance and occupation of the coastal
marine area (CMA) at Kio Bay, adjacent to Evans Bay Parade, Wellington
Harbour 80.

288.

I do not recommend that Oriental Bay seawall, Evans Bay seawall and
Aberdeen Quay seawall be deleted from Schedule E.

Proposed Natural Resource Regional Plan Section 5.7.7 Heritage structures – Rules
R168 to R172
79
Evans Bay Seawall – Map 8 and Schedule E1: Historic heritage structures (page 333)
78

80

Consent No. WGN100239 [30429]
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Issue 8.5 Schedule E4 – Archaeological sites
289.

The submission made by Heritage New Zealand (S94/008) is to retain the rules
that apply to requiring an assessment of disturbance in Schedule C and E4
sites.

290.

The submission made by Heritage NZ (S97/017) also sought that Rangitatau Pa
be included in Schedule C.

Assessment
291.

I considered whether it would be appropriate to include Rangatatau Pa in
Schedule E4 (archaeological sites) rather than in Schedule C. The HNZPT
Heritage List described the Pa site as a Wāhi Tapu and an archaeological site
(Appendix F), which from the description appears to be outside of the CMA. I
am aware that some coastal Pa sites do include areas and associations with the
foreshore and areas seaward of the site, but I do not have information on the
extent of Rangatatau Pa site that suggests that an area may be an archaeological
site located in the CMA. Subject to additional information being made
available about the Pa site, I have not recommended that Rangatatau Pa be
included in Schedule E at this stage .

292.

Ms Guest discusses the Rangitatau Wāhi Tapu Area in her Right of Reply:
Mana Whenua Values in section 11.2, and recommends that the site be
included in Schedule E.

293.

I recommend that Schedule E4 be retained in the plan as notified.

Issue 8.6 Schedule E5: Historic heritage freshwater sites
294.

The submission made by Masterton District Council (S367/133) seeks the
deletion of the Parawhaiti Stream Bridge, Tauweru bridge and the
Swingbridge; and Masterton District Council (S367/006) seeks the deletion of
both the Ruakokoputuna Bridge and the Waihenga Bridge from Schedule E5.

295.

Hutt Valley Angling Club, Inc (S344/003) seeks that the proposed Plan
recognise the historic and cultural value of the Mangaroa, Akatarawa,
Akatarawa West, Pakuartahi and Whakatikei rivers by including them in
Schedule E5; and Hutt Valley Angling Club, Inc (S344/002) seeks the

PAGE 64 OF 80

NATRP-1620937158-1721

Section 42A Report Significant Historic Heritage

proposed Plan recognise the significant historic, scientific and cultural value of
Horokiwi Stream by including it in Schedule E5.
296.

South

Wairarapa

District

Council

(S366/006)

seeks

that

both

the

Ruakokoputuna Bridge and the Waihenga Bridge be deleted from Schedule E5.
297.

Heritage New Zealand (S94/014) seeks the retention of the historic heritage
schedules but clarification of whether the Taranaki Street Wharf and Queens
Wharf items on Schedule E2 (and the rules that apply to it) include the
Customs Post building located on Taranaki Wharf and the heritage Wellington
Harbour Board gates located in the vicinity of both wharves. The alternative
relief in the submission Heritage New Zealand seeks the specific addition of
these items. Heritage New Zealand seeks that the Clyde Quay Boat Harbour
item on Schedule El: Historic heritage structures be extended to cover the
foreshore at the northwest end of the pool building.

298.

Rail Heritage Trust of New Zealand (S59/001) is to amend the descriptions in
Schedule E5 as follows:
“Ladle Bend and Pakuratahi Bridges are described as being on
the Rimutaka Incline, but that is not the case: the Incline is on the
eastern/southern side of Summit, and these bridges are on the western
approach to the Incline rather than on the incline itself; and “The Water drop
tower was built as a vertical underground drainage shaft, and has only taken
the appearance of a tower because the adjacent embankment has been washed
away. Water drop shaft, as used in the description.”

Assessment
299.

I rely on the assessments of heritage significance in the technical reports, and at
this stage I am not recommended any additions or deletions from Schedule E. I
am recommending amendments to the descriptions in the Schedules where the
heritage values are not correctly described in the proposed Plan.

300.

I consider that the inclusion of Schedule E provides certainty about where the
rules in the proposed Plan apply, and is an efficient and effective method of
implementing Policy P46 and P47, and Objective O34.
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Recommendations on additional historic heritage features in
Schedule E
301.

The submissions that are seeking additional historic heritage features in
Schedules Schedule E1 (heritage structures), Schedule E2 (wharves and
boatsheds) and Schedule E3 (navigation aids) Schedule E4 (archaeological
sites) of the proposed Plan will need to be considered after more information is
provided by submitters on the historic heritage values.

302.

I recommend that Oriental Bay seawall, Evans Bay seawall and the seawall and
associated land and wharves at Aberdeen Quay remain on Schedule E1. This is
based on the technical report prepared by Chris Cochran, Russell Murray,
Michael Kelly, and Andy Dodd.

303.

I recommend that the description of Railway Wharf and Waterloo Quay Wharf
in Schedule E2 be corrected.

304.

I do not recommend that the parts of the wharf edges and reclamation edges
from operative RCP be included in Schedule E at this time. The submitter will
need to provide an assessment of the heritage values against the criteria in the
RPS .

305.

Subject to additional information being made available about the heritage
values, I do not recommend that Kings Wharf and Glasgow Wharf be included
in Schedule E at this time.

306.

Subject to additional information being made available about the extent of
Rangatatau Pa and its location in the CMA, I do not recommend that
Rangatatau Pa be included in Schedule E4 (archaeological sites) at this time.

307.

I recommend that Parawhaiti Stream Bridge, Tauweru Bridge, The
Swingbridge, Ruakokoputuna Bridge and The Waihenga Bridge remain on
Schedule E5 (Historic Heritage Freshwater Sites). This is based on the
Technical Report: Historic Bridges of the Wellington Region prepared by Chris
Cochran.

308.

I recommend that the descriptions of Ladle Bend and Pakuratahi Bridges, and
The Water drop ‘tower’ be corrected, as sought in the submission.
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309.

Assessments of the recommended changes pursuant to s32AA of the RMA are
attached in Appendix C.

11.

Conclusion

310.

The historic heritage provisions focus on the protection of significant historic
heritage from inappropriate activities in the CMA and in the beds of lakes and
rivers. The policies in the proposed Plan provide guidance to decision makers
that address the types of activities that have potential for adverse effects of
historic heritage values, and the rules provide for permitted activities as
appropriate, and control activities in the coastal marine area. There are no
specific rules that control the effects of activities on historic heritage located in,
on or over the beds of lakes and rivers that may have adverse effects on historic
heritage values. The approach in the proposed Plan relies on an assessment in
the event that a resource consent is required for another activity, and discretion
has been retained to consider those effects.

311.

There is a reasonably high level of general support for Objective O34 and a
number of the rules in the proposed Plan that deal with use and development
that may have adverse effects on significant historic heritage values. There is
an issue identified as a result of the submissions which is at the interface of
infrastructure and new development, and the protection of historic heritage
values.

312.

I have considered the submissions, and higher order planning documents, and
conclude that the Objective O34 and Policies P46 and P47 are within the
council’s functions, and are appropriate as notified and recommend that these
are retained as notified.

313.

The majority of submissions on the Schedules E1 to E5 seek that additional
items be included in the historic heritage schedules E1-E5. In my opinion,
further information is needed to determine if the items identified in
submissions meet the criteria in the RPS and should be added to the schedules.

314.

Sites with significant historic heritage values - Schedules E1 to E4 form part of
the coastal plan provisions. Based on legal advice in respect of jurisdiction, I
have concluded that items that are not within the coastal marine area, and are
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outside of the bed of a lake or river should not be added into Schedules E1 to
E4.
315.

Based on the technical reports prepared for the Council on the significant
heritage values of the Wellington Region, I consider that the Oriental Bay
seawall, Evans Bay seawall and the seawall and associated land and wharves at
Aberdeen Quay have significant historic heritage values. The Oriental Bay
seawall, Evans Bay seawall and seawall and wharves at Aberdeen Quay are
within the coastal marine area and are within the jurisdiction of the regional
council and the regional coastal plan provisions. In my opinion there are no
jurisdictional or duplication issues associated with the heritage seawalls and the
Quay, and I consider that there is adequate provision in the RMA to address
any cross boundary effects.

316.

I have concluded that submissions on the Methods raise matters that suggest an
additional non-regulatory method is needed to clarify obligations under other
legislation.

317.

I have considered the submission seeking an additional Matter for Discretion
for Rule R169 seeking that the matters include “Whether or not the additions
or alterations are for the purpose of appropriate development in the Lambton
Harbour Area (Northern Zone); and positive effects on the Lambton Harbour
Area”. In my opinion there is an important distinction between positive effects
of activities on significant heritage values; and positive effects for the Lambton
Harbour Area of additions or alterations to historic heritage structures that
maybe beneficial for Lambton Harbour Area but may reduce or compromise
significant historic heritage values.

318.

Appropriate development should be understood in light of the objective to
protect significant historic heritage values. I consider that the decision makers
should not be required to look behind an application to assess the purpose of,
or motives for, a development. I consider that the positive effects of additions,
alterations, removal or demolition of historic heritage on the Lambton Harbour
Area are not relevant matters for discretion; and that the additional Matter for
Discretion sought in the submission would not implement the objective and
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policies, which are to protect significant historic heritage values from
inappropriate modification, use and development.
319.

I consider that Objective O34 manages a regionally significant issue and
describes an outcome statement. I conclude that the Objective O34; Policies 46
and 47; and historic heritage rules, and Method M23 are within the council’s
functions, and are appropriate as notified and recommend that these are
retained as notified. I consider that an additional Method should be added to
improve clarity about obligations under other legislation.

320.

I have concluded that amending Rule R165, to exclude activities in Schedule
E1 (heritage structures) or Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds), and adding a
consequential amendment to Rule R171 ensures seawalls that have historic
heritage values are addressed as a discretionary activity. I conclude that the
addition of a new permitted activity Rule R168A (maintenance or repair )
improves the readability of the proposed Plan, by grouping the rules that
manage historic heritage values together and providing for the maintenance and
repair of schedule E2 and E3 subject to conditions being met.

321.

I consider that, together with an additional method, Objective O34, Policies
P46 and P47, Rules and Methods provide a planning framework that supports
decisions to recognise and provide for the protection of historic heritage values
from inappropriate modification, use and development; and will assist the
Council to carry out its functions in respect of historic heritage.

NATRP-1620937158-1721

PAGE 69 OF 80

Section 42A Report Significant Historic Heritage

12.

References
Technical reports
The following technical reports form part of the background, and references in
the RMA s.32 reports.
Technical Report 1: Coastal & Underwater Archaeological Sites of
the Wellington Region
http://www.gw.govt.nz/assets/Plans--Publications/Regional-PlanReview/Draft-Regional-Plandocs/GWRCCoastalandunderwaterarchaelogicalsitesoftheWellingtonRegiona.pdf
Technical Report 2: Coastal Historic Heritage of The Wellington
Region
http://www.gw.govt.nz/assets/Plans--Publications/Regional-PlanReview/Coastal-Historic-Heritage-of-the-Wellington-Region.pdf
Technical Report 3:
Freshwater Archaeological Sites of the
Wellington Region
http://www.gw.govt.nz/assets/Plans--Publications/Regional-PlanReview/Freshwater-archaeological-sites-for-the-Wellington-region.pdf
Technical Report 4: Freshwater Historic Heritage Of The Wellington
Region Survey for The Freshwater Plan Review
http://www.gw.govt.nz/assets/Plans--Publications/Regional-PlanReview/Draft-Regional-Plandocs/FreshwaterHistoricHeritageoftheWellington-Region2.pdf
Technical Report 5: ADDENDUM TO Archaeological Values Of
Freshwater Historic Heritage of The Wellington Region (Cochran,
Murray And Kelly, 2012)
http://www.gw.govt.nz/assets/Plans--Publications/Regional-PlanReview/ProposedPlan/AddendumtoArchaeologicalvaluesoffreshwaterhistoricheritageofthe
WellingtonRegionCochanMurrayandKelley2012.PDF
Technical Report 6: Historic Bridges Of The Wellington Region
http://www.gw.govt.nz/assets/Plans--Publications/Historic-BridgesReport-for-the-Wellington-Region-Sept-2010.pdf
Technical Report 7: ADDENDUM TO Archaeological values of
historic bridges of the Wellington Region (Cochran, 2010)
http://www.gw.govt.nz/assets/Plans--Publications/Regional-PlanReview/ProposedPlan/AddendumtoArchaeologicalvaluesofhistoricbridgesoftheWellingtonR
egionCochran2012.PDF
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Appendix A: Recommended Revised Provisions for
Historic Heritage
RMA section 42A Report: Historic Heritage recommended changes: redline
version
Recommended changes from RMA section42A report shown in underlined and redline
and strike out as redline
Objective O34: Significant historic heritage values
Policy P46: Managing adverse effects on sites with significant historic heritage
value
Policy P47: Appropriate demolition
Rule R149: Maintenance or repair of structures – permitted activity
Rule R168A: Maintenance or repair of structures in Schedule E1, E2 and E3 –
permitted activity
The maintenance or repair of a structure in the coastal marine area, including any
associated:
(a) occupation of space in the common marine and coastal area, and
(b) disturbance of the foreshore or seabed, and
(c) deposition in, on or under the foreshore or seabed, and
(d) discharge of contaminants, and
(e) diversion of open coastal water
is a permitted activity, provided the following conditions are met:
(f) for structures identified in Schedule E1 (heritage structures), Schedule E2 (wharves
and boatsheds) and Schedule E3 (navigation aids) the materials used for maintenance
and repair of the structure shall match the existing structures in form and appearance,
and
(g) the activity shall comply with the coastal management general conditions specified
above in Section 5.7.2.
Note
Repainting is permitted by this rule and this rule applies to structures listed in Schedule
E1 (heritage structures), Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds) and Schedule E3
(navigation aids)
Rule R165: Additions or alterations to existing seawalls – controlled activity
The addition or alteration to an existing seawall and the associated use of the addition in
the coastal marine area, including any associated:
(a) occupation of space in the common marine and coastal area, and
(b) disturbance of the foreshore or seabed, and
(c) deposition in, on or under the foreshore or seabed, and
(d) discharge of contaminants, and
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(e) diversion of open coastal water is a controlled activity, provided the following
conditions are met:
(f) any addition shall add no more than 5m in horizontal projection and 1m in vertical
projection to the structure as it existed on the date of public notification of the Proposed
Natural Resources Plan (31.07.2015), and
(g) the addition shall not extend any further seaward than the existing seawall, and
(h) the activity shall comply with the coastal management general conditions specified
above in Section 5.7.2, and
(i) the seawall / structure is not identified in Schedule E1 (heritage structures), Schedule
E2 (wharves and boatsheds) or Schedule E3 (navigation aids).
Matters of control
1. Effects on public access
2. Design and construction
3. Effects on coastal natural processes including effects on shoreline stability in the
vicinity and adjacent areas
4. Effects on a site or habitat identified in Schedule C (mana whenua), Schedule F4
(coastal sites), Schedule F5 (coastal habitats), Schedule J (geological features) or
Schedule K (surf breaks)
5. Effects on the heritage values of structures identified in Schedule E1 (heritage
structures), Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds) or Schedule E3 (navigational aids)

Rule R169: Additions or alterations to structures identified in Schedule
E1 or Schedule E2 – restricted discretionary activity
The addition or alteration to a structure identified in Schedule E1 (heritage
structures) or Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds) and the associated use of
the addition in the coastal marine area, including any associated:
(a) occupation of space in the common marine and coastal area, and
(b) disturbance of the foreshore or seabed, and
(c) deposition in, on or under the foreshore or seabed, and
(d) discharge of contaminants
that is not permitted by Rule R168, is a restricted discretionary activity,
provided the following conditions are met:
(e) the structure is not a seawall, and
(f) the activity shall comply with the coastal management general conditions specified
above in Section 5.7.2.
Matters for discretion
1. Use of the structure
2. Effects on public access
3. Effects on public open space and visual amenity
4. Effects of disturbance, deposition and discharge associated with
construction
5. Effects on the historic heritage values of structures identified in
Schedule E1 (heritage structures) or Schedule E2 (wharves and
boatsheds)
6. Lighting and noise
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7. Effects on coastal natural processes including effects on shoreline stability in the
vicinity and adjacent areas
8. Effects on the ecology and habitats in the CMA.
Note
Additions or alterations to seawalls are either a controlled activity under Rule R165, a
discretionary activity under Rule R166 or Rule R171, or a non-complying activity under
Rule R167.
Rule R170: Additions to structures identified in Schedule E3 – permitted activity
Rule R171: Additions or alterations to structures identified in Schedule
E1, Schedule E2 or Schedule E3 – discretionary activity
The addition or alteration to a structure identified in Schedule E1 (heritage structures),
Schedule E2 (wharves and boatsheds) or Schedule E3 (navigation aids) and the
associated use of the addition in the coastal marine area, including any associated:
(a) occupation of space in the common marine and coastal area, and
(b) disturbance of the foreshore or seabed, and
(c) deposition in, on or under the foreshore or seabed, and
(d) discharge of contaminants
that is not permitted by Rule R168, R168A or Rule R170 or controlled by Rule R165, or
restricted discretionary under Rule R169 is a discretionary activity.
Rule R172: Removal, demolition or replacement of structures or parts of
structures identified in Schedule E1, Schedule E2 or Schedule E3 – discretionary
activity
Method M23: Archaeological discovery protocols
Method M23A: Requirements under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga
Act 2014
When applications are received for earthworks near recorded archaeological sites the
Wellington Regional Council will advise consent holders that there are also separate
consent requirements to modify or destroy an archaeological site under the Heritage
New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014. This may be by including an Advice Note in
conditions in resource consents.

NATRP-1620937158-1721

PAGE 73 OF 80

Section 42A Report Significant Historic Heritage

Appendix B: Recommended Decisions on Submissions (see separate document)
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Appendix C: Section 32AA Report (see separate
document)
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Appendix D: Higher order planning documents (see
separate document)
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Appendix E: Records of Pre-hearing Meetings August
2016 and April 2018
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Appendix F: Rangitatau Wahi Tapu Area Report
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Report on a pre-hearing meeting held on
Historic Heritage at GWRC Wellington Shed
39, 22 August 2016, 9.30am
Attendees:











Yvonne Legarth, consultant on behalf of GWRC
Paul Denton, GWRC
Mitch Lewandowski WCC
Yon Yi Sohn Wellington Civic Trust
Sylvia Allan Wellington Civic Trust
Finbar Kiddle Heritage NZPT
Jay Parag Centreport Properties
Lindsay Daysh Centreport Ltd
William Woods Centreport Ltd
Andy Beatson Centrepport Properties

Introduction




Round table
Discuss purpose of the meeting
Views of submitters

Discussion of Issues








Centreport operations: Accept heritage values in port, heritage structures are in dynamic
environment, buildings have changed over recent years. Proposed Plan is restrictive and needs to be
made more flexible.
Centreport properties: similar to ops position. Miramar part of commercial port area but not
operating, heritage values included where appropriate. Require a framework that works for
everyone.
Heritage NZ: Form is important and concerned about infilling eroding edges of the historical form.
Include Glasgow wharf and Kings wharf.
Civic Trust: Point of clarification on what is the wharf edge. This was included in the operative
regional coastal plan Map 4D. Retain wharf form and rip rap.
Wellington City Council: Resilience is important. Request to remove sea walls listed based on need
to ensure sea walls maintain infrastructure. Remove regulatory hurdles to maintain infrastructure
such as sea walls.

Issues in Agreement




Centreport Properties will work up a planning framework for the heritage values based on the
discussed today that will form the basis of the next pre-hearing meeting on this topic. This will be
within the next 3 months
Heritage NZ provide evidence on Glasgow Wharf and Kings Wharf



The issues needs to resolved as a package approach rather than just specifics

Issues remaining outstanding


Whether or not the framework package will be acceptable all parties, if not, resolution is through
the plan hearing



Information for the plan hearing


See issues in agreement

This report will be appended to the Officers 42A Report for historic heritage
Signed as a true and accurate record:
Yvonne Legarth, consultant on behalf of GWRC

Mitch Lewandowski WCC

Yon Yi Sohn Wellington Civic Trust
Sylvia Allan Wellington Civic Trust

Finbar Kiddle Heritage NZPT

Jay Parag Centreport Properties
Andy Beatson Centrepport Properties

Lindsay Daysh Centreport Ltd
William Woods Centreport Ltd

Report on a pre-hearing meeting held on
Historic Heritage at GWRC Wellington Shed
39, 7 December 2016, 11.00am
Attendees:




Yvonne Legarth, consultant on behalf of GWRC
Miranda Cross, GWRC
Jim Mikoz, Wellington Recreational Marine Fishers Association

Introduction






Discuss purpose of the meeting; to clarify submission points relating to Schedule E1 and E2. Noting
meeting is without prejudice and a copy of this report will be provided to the Hearing Panel as an
appendix to the relevant section 42A report.
Clarification of scope of a regional plan and regional council jurisdiction (with respect to the coastal
marine area and beds of lakes and rivers).
Explanation of the criteria in the Regional Policy Statement for the identification of sites/structures
with significant historic heritage values, and that technical advisors were commissioned by GWRC to
identify sites/structures with significant historic heritage values that meet this criteria to be
scheduled in the proposed Plan.
There also existing protection of heritage values through the Reserves Act and District Plans
(particularly relevant for sites and structures on land which are outside the jurisdiction of the
regional council).

Discussion of Issues
The Wellington Recreational Marine Fishers Association submission seeks the following additions to
Schedule E1 and Schedule E2:
 Burnham Wharf
 Oteranga Bay wharves
 Wrights Hill Fortress and description
 Barracks and the heavy gun battery above the hills south of Makara
 Fort Balance
 Wharf that went from Ward Island to Eastbourne as another section of the anti-submarine system.
 Large concrete base located on both sides of the Seton Nossiter Park.
 Concrete look out post and barracks over-looking Moa Point;
 Historic Navigation Aids and the upper Light House at Pencarrow Head
 Light House at Ohau Point

Issues in Agreement


That the proposed Natural Resources Plan can only list heritage sites or structures that are within
the Coastal Marine Area (below Mean High Water Springs) or in the beds of lakes or rivers.

1







Jim to provide evidence to the hearing panel on the heritage values of Burnham Wharf and Ohau
Wharf; and the submarine structure which is the remnant of the wharf between Ward Island and
Eastbourne and how these values fit with the criteria in the RPS.
If Jim has remaining concerns regarding the consistency with sites and structures currently listed in
the proposed Plan including places not being located within the coastal marine area (CMA), then he
will also provide evidence to the hearing panel on the location of those sites relative to the CMA.
Yvonne will review the technical reports to ensure all sites and structures are within the CMA in her
view.

Issues remaining outstanding


Related to the issues in agreement. It is yet to be determined if Burnham Wharf and Ohau Wharf;
and the submarine structure which is the remnant of the wharf between Ward Island and
Eastbourne meet the criteria in the RPS for significant historic heritage values. In addition, it is yet
to be confirmed if all existing scheduled sites and structures are within the CMA.

Information for the plan hearing


See issues in agreement

Additional matters raised beyond the scope of historic heritage matters.
The Wellington Recreational Marine Fishers Association also wanted the following points recorded for
consideration by the appropriate s42A report author(s).
 Discharges from wastewater treatment plants to the coast. Remove reference to ‘reasonable
mixing’ and replace with ‘agreed mixing zone’ which is a more management focused approach.
Include sampling protocols as has been agreed in two recent resource consent application
processes. Include thresholds for the concentration of endocrine disrupting chemicals in wastewater
treatment plant discharges.
 Freshwater springs in Wellington Harbour. Particularly the impact of the water supply takes on the
flows from the springs (Jim provided photographs in the meeting from his fishing depth sounder).
 Climate change; would like reference to air pressure and impact on sea level in hazard policies and
strategies.
 Intertidal zone; more information and description on the intertidal zone are required in the
proposed Plan. Any reference to ‘salt marsh’ should be replaced with ‘intertidal zone’. This is more
consistent with policies 21-23 of the NZCPS.
This report will be appended to the Officers 42A Report for historic heritage
Signed as a true and accurate record:
Yvonne Legarth, consultant on behalf of GWRC

Jim Mikoz, Wellington Recreational Marine Fishers Association
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Report on a pre-hearing meeting held on
Historic Heritage at GWRC Wellington Shed
39, 13 April 2018
Attendees:











Yvonne Legarth, consultant on behalf of GWRC
Paul Denton, GWRC
Lindsay Daysh Centreport Ltd
William Woods Centreport Ltd
Laura Lincoln Bell Gully Centreport Ltd
Jamie Jacobs Heritage HNZPT
Edita Babos HNZPT
Yon Yi Sohn Wellington Civic Trust
Clive Anstey Wellington Civic Trust
Mitch Lewandowski WCC

Introduction





Walk around Centreport – from Bluebridge terminal to Shed 39
Discuss operational needs and condition of the wharves post-earthquake - Kings wharf, Glasgow
Wharf, Interislander wharf (also known as Railway wharf) and Waterloo wharf
Views of submitters
Future work and strategic planning

Discussion of Issues
Pre-hearing August 2016


The record of the previous pre-hearing meeting in August 2016 had been circulated following that
meeting and no parties had any changes or additions to make to that record. The record was
provided to parties at the April 2018 meeting.

Pre-hearing 13 April 2018






The heritage values have been identified in technical reports prepared for the regional council by
Cochran, Kelly and Dodd, which are available on the proposed Plan website. Link:
http://www.gw.govt.nz/assets/Plans--Publications/Regional-Plan-Review/Coastal-Historic-Heritageof-the-Wellington-Region.pdf
The criteria in the technical reports and in the Regional Policy Statement for the Wellington Region
Policies 21 and 22 are relevant for identifying and addressing heritage values in the proposed Plan.
Waterloo Wharf and Railway Wharf are pre-1900 items, and are archaeological sites subject to the
archaeological provisions of the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014.
The proposed Plan identifies heritage items in Schedule E.
Schedule E2 in the proposed Plan states:

Railway Wharf Lambton Harbour Railway Wharf is a structure of some historic significance, as the
second deep-water wharf built in Wellington, and with a long and varied history as trading ship
berthage, a coal wharf and later as an inter-island ferry terminal. It is an important element in the
group of working wharves in the inner harbour.
Waterloo Quay Wharf Lambton Harbour Waterloo Quay Wharf is a structure of some antiquity and
historic significance, based mainly on its 19th and early 20th century uses.






The location of the coastal marine area (CMA) boundary needs to be agreed. The regional plan only
addresses the heritage values in the CMA (with the WCC District Plan dealing with heritage above
Mean high Water Springs (MHWS).
Submitters are seeking that Kings Wharf and Glasgow Wharf; and the Wharf edges shown on Map
4D of the operative Regional Coastal Plan for the Wellington Region be included in the Heritage
Schedules.
CentrePort operations: the function of the commercial port area in Lambton Harbour (adjacent to
the CBD) can be considered in two parts with the western side (Interisland and Waterloo Quay
wharves) relating more to the CBD and waterfront (proximity and function), and the eastern side
(Glasgow and Kings wharves) relating to the operational port (function).
Interisland Wharf is currently in operational port use (with weight limits), while Waterloo Quay
Wharf is closed to access due to its poor structural condition. Glasgow Wharf is in full operational
use for interisland ferries, while Kings Wharf has severe earthquake damage and all but the northern
end is closed to access.
Initial assessments of Glasgow, Interisland and Waterloo Quay wharves post Kaikoura earthquake
event indicate some damage (minor to severe), but not sufficient to change their respective pre
earthquake access status.
Miramar Wharf is closed to access due to poor structural condition. Future use of this wharf is
currently subject of discussion between CPL/GWRC/WCC.
With respect to Interisland and Waterloo Quay wharves, CPL acknowledges heritage values based
on form and function (only). As these wharves transition away from operational port use, CPL seek
an appropriate planning framework that provides flexibility for reuse of these wharves, including
recognition of heritage values.





Heritage NZ: the shape (finger form) is important and heritage values remain significant even where
the public cannot see or access the structure.
Civic Trust: are seeking an integrated planning approach.
Wellington City Council: agree to an integrated planning approach being developed.

Issues in Agreement



Centreport Properties will work up a planning framework, recognising the operational requirements
and the heritage values of Waterloo Wharf and Railway Wharf.
All parties agree to continue to work together on a solution for the operational port and recognition
of the heritage values associated with the Centreport area.



The parties understand that agreement on a planning framework may not be reached prior to the
Hearing 6, and the RMA section 42A report: Heritage being completed and made available on the
plan website. All parties expressed agreement to continuing to work on a framework prior to and
following the hearing in the panel are of a mind to direct further caucusing.

Coastal Marine Area Boundary


The coastal marine area boundary in the Centre Port Area is located at the face of the seawall
(which is sometimes not visible), and is shown on Map 4A of the operative Regional Coastal Plan.

Information for the plan hearing


See issues in agreement

This report will be appended to the Officers 42A Report for historic heritage.

Attachments
Planning Map 4A Lambton Harbour and Commercail Port Area: Operative Regional Coastal Plan for
Wellington Region – pink and yellow areas interfacing with the City, show the landward side of the CMA
boundary
http://www.gw.govt.nz/assets/Plans--Publications/Regional-Coastal-Plan/Map-4-Commercial-PortAreas.pdf

New Zealand Heritage List / Rārangi Kōrero - Report for a Wāhi Tapu Area

Rangitatau (List no. 9648)

Rangitatau pā on the Western spur, Ataturk memorial on the Eastern spur, the taunga waka on the
foreshore and the valley in between. 3D impression based on satellite imagery, Google Earth. 2011.

Name of author(s): Anthony Tipene
Final version 13 November 2014
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga
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BRIEF SUMMARY
The Rangitatau wāhi tapu area includes a number of sites of cultural and
archaeological significance, and provides a window into the history of settlement
in Te Whanganui a Tara.
Rangitatau takes its name from the pā which once occupied the headland on the
western side of Tarakena Bay. The site of Rangitatau pā can be seen above
Tarakena Bay, on the pinnacle of the bluff west of Te Poito Stream. Poito is
another pā located below Rangitatau up the valley on a low spur, above the Poito
stream of the reserve. Across from the reserve is Tarakena Bay which was once a
traditional place of harvest (mahinga kai) and anchourage site (taunga waka).
Poito means float of a net and the name is indicative of the rituals and traditions
around net fishing.
Rangitatau means “Heaven’s door” and may be a reference to the passageway
into Te Whanganui a Tara or to the sky-gazing place name thematic on Te Motu
Kairangi peninsula. The Rangitatau pā was established by Ngāi Tara, the first
grouping of Māori to settle in the Wellington area. They were led by the rangatira
Tara, after whom Te Whanganui a Tara (Wellington Harbour) is named.
Tuteremoana, another noted Ngāi Tara rangatira lived at Rangitatau.
Rangitatau pā had a clear view of Raukawa Moana (the Cook Strait) and the
entrance to Te Whanganui-a-Tara and protected the sea approach to Whetu
Kairangi pā located above Worser Bay. Kumara were grown in the sheltered valley
below, while Tarakena Bay offered the best waka landing place for some distance.
Tuteremoana, a prominent chief of Ngāi Tara, is said to have lived there, the
principal house being named Raukawa. Raukawa is a term referring to the leaf of
the kawa tree that was used for traditional medicine and rituals such as covering
the eyes with Raukawa when passing Ngā Whatu (the Brothers islands in
Raukawa Moana).
Rangitatau and Poito pā were destroyed by raiders from the north in 1819-20 and
large numbers of people were killed, which has contributed in part to making the
area tapu as a site of bloodshed.
At the turn of the century this was the best preserved pā site on Te Motu Kairangi
Peninsula. Today scrub covers the sites but it is still possible to make out some of
the terraces.
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1.

IDENTIFICATION1

1.1.

Name of Wāhi Tapu Area
Name:
Rangitatau

1.2.

Location Information
Address:
Moa Point Road
Tarakena Bay
WELLINGTON
Historically and currently associated Iwi/hapū/whānau:
Taranaki whānui ki te Upoko o te Ika, Rangitāne, Muaūpoko, Ngāi Tara/Ngāti Ira
Local Authority:
Wellington City Council, Wellington Regional Council
NZAA Site Record Info:
R 27/55, R27/113

1.3.

Current Legal Description
Sec 1 SO 35920 (CT WN334827, NZ Gazette 1991 p.6), Sec 2 SO35920 (CT
WN21A/909), Sec 3 SO 35920 (NZ Gazette 1991 p.1684), Sec 56 Watts Peninsula
District (CT WN21A/909, NZ Gazette 1968 p.757), Moa Point Road reserve,
Seabed, Wellington Land District.

1.4.

Extent of Wāhi Tapu Area
Extent of registration includes part of the land Pt Sec 1 SO 35920 (CT WN334827,
NZ Gazette 1991 p.6), Sec 2 SO35920 (CT WN21A/909), Pt Sec 3 SO 35920 (NZ
Gazette 1991 p.1684), Pt Sec 56 Watts Peninsula District (CT WN21A/909, NZ
Gazette 1968 p.757), Pt Moa Point Road reserve, Pt Seabed, Wellington Land
District, and related wāhi tapu features Rangitatau pa; Poito pa; Te Poito and Te
Poti streams; and the taunga waka on Tarakena Bay that are interconnected.
The boundary of this extent follows the 60 metre contour line at its northern end,
then follows the ridge of the eastern spur down past the Ataturk memorial to the
end of Palmer Head. It then cuts across the seabed to the opposite head of the
bay directly south of Rangitatau Pā, and climbs over the road and up the spur of
this pā site on its western side before rejoining the 60 metre contour line to the
north.

1

This section is supplemented by visual aids in Appendix 1 of the report.
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1.5.

Identification Eligibility
There is sufficient information included in this report to identify this place.

2.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

2.1.

General Nature of Wāhi Tapu Area
Rangitatau is part of a historic and natural landscape located on the southern
coast of the Wellington region.
The wāhi tapu area features the pā sites Rangitatau and Poito; two streams Te
Poito and Te Poti, a taunga waka down on the Tarakena Bay foreshore, and a
mahinga kai (harvest site). The fishing ground associated with the pā and wider
2
area was known as Te Punga Whāngai o Tuteremoana.
Rangitatau pā is located on the western headland above Tarakena Bay, west of
the Te Poti Stream, at the south end of Motu Kairangi Peninsula, Wellington, and
directly above the coast road. The Rangitatau headland pā site is linked to the
hinterland by a narrow ridge, but naturally defended on remaining three sides by
steep natural cliffs. Deeply scarped terraces are present on the southeastern side.
It looks out over Tarakena Bay across the entrance to Te Whanganui-a-Tara
harbour and over Raukawa Moana to Te Waipounamu. The pā site is registered as
a Category 2 historic place and restricted to the boundaries of the archaeological
site record (R27/55).
Poito pā once stood on the eastern side below Rangitatau, looking up the valley
on a low spur above the Te Poito Stream. Poito pā is covered with bush and scrub
and is not recorded in the NZAA site scheme. However, it features alongside
Rangitatau pā on the interpretation panel near one of the two car parks available
at the site. The wāhi tapu area on the northern side of Moa Point Road is a part
of a belt of undeveloped land (once a military reserve ) extending all the way
around the headland from the entrance of the harbour to the airport. There is a
path ascending the spur directly to the East of both pā up to the Ataturk
monument and beyond to a car park at the southern end of Strathmore. This
eastern spur leading down to Palmer Head once showed signs of former
occupation. 3 Some of the wāhi tapu area is part of recreational and historic
reserves, with the pā sites featuring on a Wellington City Council heritage trail. 4
This makes it one of the most accessible, visible and well-preserved pā site areas
in Wellington.

2

Te Matorohanga , (1915) Journal of Polynesian Society, JPS, Volume 24 , No. 93 > Lore of the whare wananga. Wahi II. Te Kauwae-Raro. Upoko X, p 1-23. Page 22 talks about the Takitimu waka
coming across the people of Tara and mentions the fishing ground. There are other names of
for the fishing ground but it is still associated with Tuteremoana.

3

Best E. (1918), “The Land of Tara and they who settled it”, Part II, in Journal of the Polynesian Society, vol.27. no.105, pp. 8-9

4

“Te Ara o nga Tupuna”. Wellington City Council brochure.
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The two streams on the reserve still flow through the low-lying scrub and
regenerating bush. South of the reserve, on the opposite side of the road, the
Tarakena foreshore forms a sheltered harbour and a taunga waka that once
serviced the Ngāi Tara occupants. It still serves as a boat launching point with a
concrete ramp.

2.2.

Statement of Wāhi Tapu Area Values
The Rangitatau area is tapu in the traditional, spiritual and ritual sense as the
occupation site of significant tīpuna of former iwi of the area, including Ngāi Tara,
and Ngāti Ira. The area is also integrally connected to the layers of history and
occupation of the wider Wellington region.
Today, the site is under the kaitiakitanga of the iwi of Te Ātiawa which holds mana
whenua in the area.
Rangitatau is also associated with Tuteremoana, a prominent Ngāi Tara chief, and
his descendants.
Rangitatau and Poito in the 1800’s were besieged by a taua (war party) in which
many non-combatants were killed. It is documented as a place of slaughter and
pillage - a wāhi parekura, tarukinga (bloodshed, slaughter) – contributing to its
tapu nature.
Rangitatau pā is associated with several Māori deities and is intrinsically
associated with the oral histories, whakapapa, tīpuna and iwi and hapū of
Kurahaupō; particularly former iwi groups of the region including Ngāi Tara, Ngāti
Ira and the descendants of those for whom Rangitatau pā was once a papakainga
or turangawaewae. Its name follows a theme recurrent in Te Whanganui a Tara
with the nearby Whetukairangi pā, Te Motu Kairangi peninsula, and Te
Awakairangi (Hutt) river, all associated with star-gazing and great value.
All of the rituals and traditions associated with pa, including mahinga kai
(harvest), taunga waka (anchorage), kāinga (occupation), mara kai (cultivation),
urupā (burial), are associated with the Rangitatau wāhi tapu area.
There are two streams on the reserve: Te Poito and Te Poti. These streams were
traditionally used for mahinga kai (harvest), Tohi (baptism), Kai (water supply) and
noa (cleansing rituals).
The fishing ground associated with the pā is Te Punga Whāngai o Tuteremoana.

2.3.

Historical Narrative
Long before European settlers reached New Zealand’s shores, Wellington’s
sheltered harbour had been the ancestral home to generations of Māori tribes.

6

Evidence of early Māori settlement and cultivation can be found on sites all
around the Wellington peninsula. 5
Te Upoko o te Ika and Te Motu Kairangi Peninsula
Māori mythology describes how the demigod Maui hooked a huge fish and
hauled it out of the sea. His catch, Te-Ika-a-Maui (Maui’s fish), we now know as
the North Island. Te Upoko-o-te-Ika (the head of the fish) is the Wellington region.
The eyes of the fish are Wellington Harbour and Lake Wairarapa.
Wellington’s harbour developed in the mouth of the fish which formed a lake
separated from the sea by a barrier of land.
This lake trapped two taniwha (sea monsters) named Ngake and Whaitaitai.
Ngake didn’t like being trapped so smashed his way through to the open sea,
creating the entrance to the harbour from Cook Strait.
On his way out to sea Whaitaitai got stuck in shallow water as the tide went out.
He remained there for centuries, only being revived by the tide washing in and
out which prevented him from drying out.
There was a great earthquake and Whaitaitai was uplifted, and subsequently
died, becoming the present day Te Motu Kairangi / Miramar Peninsula.
His wairua (spirit) left Whataitai in the form of a bird called Te Keo and flew to a
nearby hill and wept. The hill was thus called ‘Tangi te Keo’, also known as Mount
Victoria. Mount Victoria is now a famous Wellington landmark and a great
viewing point over the harbour, city and surrounding area. 6
Rangitatau Wāhi Tapu Area
The area which became the Port Nicholson block had been occupied for centuries
by various Māori groups. Those in occupation immediately prior to the 1820s
were Ngāti Ira and related peoples who shared a common descent from early
explorer Whatonga. 7 Whatonga explored the great harbour and named it for
his son Tara. Tara lived for a time at Whetukairangi pā on Te Motu Kairangi.
Rangitatau, Poito, Taputeranga, Whetukairangi and other sites along the
southwest coast of Te Upoko o te Ika are related. These pā overlook the harbour
and across Raukawa Moana to Te Tau Ihu o te Waka (the prow of the canoe, or
the Marlborough Sounds).

5

For instance, in downtown Wellington, the Te Aro Pā visitor centre houses remnants of an ancient Māori pā / village dating back to the mid-1800s. It was unearthed in 2005 during the construction of a new central city apartment complex.

6

Adkin, L, (1959), The great harbour of Tara, p.174 (Elson Best’s accounts).
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Rangitāne and Muaupoko were also among these “Whatonga-descent peoples” who had connections with Te Whanganui a Tara and its environs.
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From the 1820s, a series of migrations from the north progressively pushed out
these earlier inhabitants. 8 By the late 1830s Ngāti Ira and related groups, had
largely been driven out of the Port Nicholson block. By 1840, the groups holding
customary rights within Port Nicholson block were Te Ātiawa, Taranaki, Ngāti
Ruanui, Ngāti Tama and Ngāti Toa. These rights had been established through
conquest, occupation, and use of resources. 9
The Rangitatau wāhi tapu area is associated with several Māori deities is
intrinsically associated with the oral histories, whakapapa (genealogy), tīpuna
(ancestors) and iwi and hapū of Kurahaupō; particularly former iwi groups of the
region including Ngāi Tara, Ngāti Ira and the descendants of those for whom
Rangitatau pā was home.
All the rituals associated with pā including Pakanga (battles), Mahinga Kai
(harvest), Taunga waka (anchorage) Kāinga (occupation) Mara kai (cultivation),
Urupā (burial) and all the rituals and traditions associated with various traditional
deities can be found in the Rangitatau wāhi tapu area.
Rangitatau wāhi tapu area is a spiritual link between the past and the present, a
spiritual link between the ancestors who lived there in ancient times and their
descendants who do not assume kaitiakitanga (guardianship) of those lands
today, but still see Rangitatau as a symbol of connection to their traditional links
through whakapapa.
‘There were a number of principal Māori inhabitants of
Wellington Harbour or Te Whanganui-a-Tara as it is also known
in the centuries prior to European contact including Waitaha, Te
Tini o Mamoe, Ngāi Tara, Ngāti Mamoe, Ngāi Tahu, Ngāti Ira and
latterly Ngāti Mutunga and Te Ātiawa.’ 10
“Rangitatau” literally means Heaven’s door and is perhaps a reference to the
entry to the harbour. Rangitatau had a clear view of Cook Strait and the entrance
to Wellington Harbour and protected the sea approach to Whetu Kairangi pa,
located above Worser Bay. Kumara were grown in the sheltered valley below,
while Tarakena bay offered the best taunga waka (canoe landing place) for some
distance.
The name of the pā is part of a thematic of other place names in Te Whanganui a
Tara: Te Whetu-kairangi (“gazing on the stars”), a Ngāi Tara pā in Seatoun; Te
Motu Kairangi (“sky-gazing island” or “island of great value”), the peninsula; and
Te Awakairangi (“sky-gazing river” or “river of great value”). The sky-gazing theme

8

The migrants included Ngāti Toa from Kawhia, and several groups from Taranaki: Te Ātiawa, Ngāti
Tama, Ngāti Mutunga, Taranaki, and Ngāti Ruanui. By 1840 these were the groups holding customary rights within Port Nicholson.

9

Te Whanganui a Tara me ona Takiwa (2003) Waitangi Tribunal Report.

10

Journal of the Polynesian Society. (JPS) Adkin, Leslie, The great harbour of Tara, (1959) p.74;
Best, Pt 6 p 174; Best, E, Miramar and its history' Transactions NZ Institute, vol 54; Crawford, JC,
Notes on Miramar Peninsula, Transactions NZ Institute vol 45, McEwen, Rangitane pp 38-40 ;
NZAA N164/3 (R27/55).
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was said by Elsdon Best to originate in ‘the fact that they here saw no persons of
other tribes, but dwelt in a lonely manner, the stars (whetu) of the heavens were
the only things they had to gaze at every night’.11 12
Rangitatau was established by Ngāi Tara, the first grouping of Māori to settle in
the Wellington area. They were led by the rangatira Tara, after whom Te
Whanganui-a-tara (Wellington Harbour) is named. Tuteremoana, another noted
Ngāi Tara rangatira lived at Rangitatau. Adkin has documented some details about
Rangitatau:
‘When visited by HM Christie in 1899, traces of the site were
plainly visible and charred remains of totara palisading were
still in the ground. The nearby fortified village of Poito used
Rangitatau as a citadel in times of stress. A large shell midden
at the foot of the hill below Rangitatau citadel yielded many
artefacts, and stone anvils were found beside Te Poti stream.’13

Tuteremoana
The following quotation is a reference of the ancestor Tuteremoana.
‘Te tama whakaete tūranga rau, i titi te upoko ki te kura a rangi.’
(the young man who influenced his way on to a hundred standing places
and whose head was adorned with the glow of heaven).14
Tuteremoana was the most famous descendant of Tara, eponymous ancestor of
the Ngāi Tara tribe. He lived nineteen or twenty generations ago. At his birth his
grand-uncle Tuhotoariki composed a well-known oriori or song chant, "He oriori
mo Tuteremoana", which has survived to this day. Tuteremoana was baptised in
the Te Poti stream, and died at Rangitatau, as did his wife Wharekohu (both were
taken to Kapiti island for burial). Tuhotoariki was a famous tohunga or priest of
his time, and his oriori contains many spiritual teachings for his high born grandnephew.
Tuteremoana has been described as the tino ariki or high chief of the Ngāi Tara,
Rangitāne and Ngāti Awanuiarangi tribes and at one time held sway over the
Hawke's Bay, Manawatu, Wairarapa, Kapiti and Wellington regions. At one time
he lived at Rangitatau Pa, and a well-known fishing ground there is named Te
Punga-whangai-o-Tuteremoana (the food anchorage of Tuteremoana). He was
11

Best E. (1918), “The Land of Tara and they who settled it”, Part I, in Journal of the Polynesian Society, vol.26. no.104, pp. 161-162

12

Adkin suggests that the “sky-gazing” and “great value” interpretations of the names both apply in
a deliberate play on words by Tara’s daughter Hine-kiri as recounted in an anecdote about the
naming of Te Motu Kairangi peninsula. Adkin G., op.cit., pp.43-44

13

Christie, H.M, (1943) JPS, Volume LII (52), p.202.

14

Meads. H M, Grove. N (2004) Nga Pepeha a nga Tipuna, p 390.

9

living in the Heretaunga region of Hawke's Bay until incursions from Ngāti
Kahungunu forced him to move further south. His father Te Aohaeretahi was
buried on the sacred mountain, Kahuranaki, in Hawke's Bay. Tuteremoana later
moved to the Wellington region and spent some time on Kapiti Island (full name:
Te Waewae Kapiti o Tara raua ko Rangitāne - the boundary between Tara and
Rangitāne). The peak at the northern end of Kapiti is named for him, and the
burial cave at the southern end was named Te Ana-o-Wharekohu after his wife,
who was buried there.
Tuteremoana's own marriage to Wharekohu brought together two major
genealogical lines, of the Ngāi Tara and Rangitāne tribes. During the incursion into
Hawke's Bay by the northern Ngāti Kahungunu tribe there was much fighting, and
after both sides won and lost many battles a peace was made. It was affirmed by
the marriage of Tuteremoana's daughter, Moeteao, to Te Whakaihirangi of Ngāti
Kahungunu.
Moeteao gave birth to two twins, Mahanga Puhua (or Puhunga) and Mahanga
Tikaro. Tuteremoana sent for them for the purpose of carrying out the tohi
(baptismal) and tua (naming) rites. Drawing on manuscripts written by Te
Whatahoro, Takirirangi Smith writes:
‘On arrival at Rangitatau, both children were passed through the window of
Tuteremoana’s house. On the morning of the rites both children were passed out
the same way. When the rites had been completed, Mahanga Puhua, the first
born child, was passed back through the window, the tapu side of the house. The
younger child Mahanga Tikaro was brought back through the door, an indication
of lower status. From this act the mana of Mahanga Tikaro was affirmed as
belonging to the eastern seaboard, and Mahanga Puhua to the western
seaboard.’ 15
This korero was used by the iwi and hapū claiming descent from the twins to
identify with a rohe (tribal area) at the time: Muaūpoko and Rangitāne in
particular identified with Mahanga Puhua as the ariki of the western seaboard,
and Ngāti Kahungunu identified with Mahanga Tikaro and the eastern seaboard
in the wider Te Upoko o te Ika a Maui region.16
The following is a whakapapa of Tuteremoana:
Whatonga = Hotuwaipara
Tara = Te Umuroimata
Pehungaiterangi = Uiratea
Tiwhanaarangi = Taiakawa
Hineone = Tuturangi
Kotahu Hinetahurangi
15

Smith T.The Maori History of Rangitatau Pa, unpublished essay. Here drawing on “Manuscript
papers relating to Rangitatau Pa given to Takirirangi Smith by Rangiahuta Broughton (in Te
Whatahoro’s hand)” and “Manuscript dictated by Te Matorohanga of Kahukurawhitia and Ngati
Mahanga, Turnbull Library”.

16

Ibid.
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Te Rangitupewa = Puakina
Te Rangitumaroro = Rakaukoki
Tukupou = Ngauao
Turia
Te Aohaeretahi
Tuteremoana = Wharekohu 17

19th Century Rangitatau
Rangitatau was destroyed by raiders from the north in 1819-20 and large
numbers of people were killed. It is not known if Tuteremoana was present
during the raids. H.M. Christie documented some details about the destruction of
18
the pa :
‘Coming on to the Whanganui-a-tara the raiders found the
Rangitatau pa, situated across the entrance from the lighthouse,
occupied by folk of Ngati-ira, Ngati-rakai, and Ngati-rangi.[…]
Altogether fifty or more were slain. Poito, the fortified village of
Ngati-rakai, was burned, as also were Rangitatau (the pā of Ngati-ira)
and Te Kopahou, the pā of Ngati-rangi, and Ngati-hikerata. The
fishermen from the places at sea saw the burning, and so paddled
shoreward. When they reached the beach they found the raiders in
possession, and knew by their speech that they were not members
of any southern tribe, so the fishermen paddled down the coast to
Orongo-rongo.’
He also identifies the raiders:
‘The northern Māoris who took part in this raid were part of the
expedition of Ngati-whatua, Ngapuhi, and Ngati-toa, led by Patuone,
Tuwhare19, Te Rauparaha, Te Rangihaeata and other chiefs.
Apparently Ngati-maru had sent warriors, for one Kaukau has his
name on the casualty list above.’
The raid was thus a precursor of the future heke (migrations) of iwi such as Ngāti
Toa to the wider Te Upoko o te Ika region, following leaders such as Te Rauparaha
and Te Rangihaeata.
Adkin summarises the names of some of the dead:
‘Both [Rangitatau and Poito] were destroyed by raiders from the north
1819-20. Led by Tuwhare, the Toa killed people from the pā working in
17

Tuhoto-Ariki JPS (1907) Volume 16, No. 1 > An ancient Maori poem, by, p 43-60

18

Christie H.M., “Rangitatau Pa”, Journal of the Polynesian Society, Dec 1943; v.52, no.4, pp.202203. This was based on a translation of Te Whatahoro’s korero by Elsdon Best.

19

Tuwhare’s father Taoho was the leader for Te Roroa on the taua south. This is not mentioned in
this account, but in Bellara A., (2003), Taua, pp.181-183
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nearby kumara fields Te Urahi and Puahu of Ngāti Rangi Te Wawapo of
Ngāti Ira, Takatua of Ngāti Rakai and a number of others, including Pauata,
Kopani, Te Rongarua, Puakato, Hungahunga, Koroua and Huatoki, all men.
Women slain were Huirua, Te Arahe, Pukurua, Te Koki, Te Rehu, Tangiaru,
Hineuhi and Tihitihi. In all some 50 died. As well as Poito and Rangitatau,
the raiders destroyed Te Kopahou, the pā of Ngāti Rangi and Ngāti Hikerata,
but there was a retaliatory raid.’ 20
In the early 1800s, a series of migrations resulted in the settlement of Ngāti Toa
Rangatira (Ngāti Toa), Ngāti Raukawa and factions of Te Ātiawa on the Kapiti
Coast and Wellington area. A large migration also took place from the Taranaki
region including members of Ngāti Mutunga, Ngāti Tama and Te Ātiawa.
Today, although scrub covers the sites today it is still possible to make out some
of the terraces. Taranaki holds mana whenua and mana kaitiakitanga of the
Rangitatau wāhi tapu area.

2.4.

Discussion of Sources
Analysis of Sources Available
There is limited information directly related to Rangitatau and Poito pa. However,
there are some secondary sources including kōrero by Te Whatahoro and Te
Matorohanga, and some documentation by early writers such as Nepia Pohuhu,
Best, Adkins, and Christie.
Analysis of Sources Accessed
In light of the research undertaken in preparation for this report, most of the
information about Rangitatau has come from primary sources such Land titles
held by Land Information New Zealand and historical photographs and NZAA Site
Record Forms and Reports on information relating to the pā sites Rangitatau and
Poito.
Conclusion
There is sufficient information available on this wāhi tapu to support the List
entry proposal.
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3.

OTHER INFORMATION

3.1.

Former Uses
[Māori] Ancestral landscape
[Māori] Parekura battle site
[Māori] pā
[Māori] Site of historical event
[Māori] Place associated with particular ancestors
[Māori] Place where baptismal rites were/are performed
[Māori] Taunga waka

3.2.

Current Uses
[Māori] Unspecified wāhi tapu area
[Civic Facilities] Boat ramp
[Civic Facilities] Historic or recreation reserve

3.3.

Associated List Entries
The wāhi tapu area includes the Rangitatau pā site which was registered as a
Historic Place Category ll (Register no.6158) in 1994, and is restricted to the
boundaries of the archaeological site (R27/55).

3.4.

Heritage Protection Measures
Local Authority and Regional Authority Plan Listing
Wellington City District Plan, (Operative 27 July 2000). [Chapter 21 Heritage List,
ref. M110, M111, and “Rangitatau – Poito and Oruaiti – Te Tangihanga a Kupe
Precinct”]
Reserve
Ataturk Memorial Historic Reserve (NZ Gazette 1991, p.6 & 1686)
Section 56 Watts Peninsula District recreational reserve (NZ Gazette 1968 p.757).
Iwi Management Plans
This wāhi tapu area has not been identified as being included in an Iwi
Management Plan. Include details of the management plan and how the place is
mentioned.
Statutory Acknowledgement / Deed of Settlement
This wāhi tapu area has not been identified as being a statutory area.
Archaeological Sites
Archaeological sites are protected by the Historic Places Act 1993, regardless of
whether they are on the New Zealand Heritage List or not. Archaeological sites
include ‘places associated with pre-1900 human activity, where there may be
evidence relating to the history of New Zealand’. Places associated with post-

14

1900 human activity may be declared archaeological sites. It is unlawful to
destroy, damage or modify an archaeological site without prior authority from
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga.
Some places within this area have been recorded by the NZ Archaeological
Association:
-

R27/55 – Pa

-

R27/113 – Midden

Pouhere Taonga Recommendations
To ensure the long-term conservation of this wāhi tapu area, the Māori Heritage
Council of Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga recommends that:
- The extent of the Rangitatau wāhi tapu area be noted by the Wellington
City Council
- The Poito pā site be recorded in the NZAA site record scheme and that
all other archaeological site records of Māori interest in the wāhi tapu
area be updated by an archaeologist.
The Council also recommends to local authorities the Wellington City Council and
the Greater Wellington Regional Council that:
-

A maintenance programme be developed for monitoring and cleaning of
offensive waste, and clear guidelines and signage be developed about
appropriate activities and amenities in the wahi tapu area and surroundings,
with consideration given to its history and the values associated with it by
local iwi.

Disclaimer
Please note that the entry of this wāhi tapu area on the New Zealand Heritage
List/Rārangi Kōrero identifies only the heritage values of the area concerned, and
should not be construed as advice on the state of the property, or as a comment
of its soundness or safety, including in regard to earthquake risk, safety in the
event of fire, or insanitary conditions.
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4.

APPENDICES

4.1.

Appendix 1: Visual Identification Aids
Location Maps

Rangitatau Wāhi
Tapu Area
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Location Maps (continued)

Wāhi tapu area
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Map of Extent21

The boundary of this extent follows the 60 metre contour line at its northern end,
then follows the ridge of the eastern spur down past the Ataturk memorial to the end
of Palmer Head. It then cuts across the seabed to the opposite head of the bay directly
south of Rangitatau Pa, and climbs over the road and up the spur of this pā site on its
western side before rejoining the 60 metre contour line to the north.
21

This section supplements the description of the extent supplied in section 1.4
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Current Identifier
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20

NZ Gazette 1991 p.76

NZ Gazette 1991 p.6
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22
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NZ Gazette 1968 p.757
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4.2.

Appendix 2: Visual Aids to Historical Information
Historical Plans

Part of a Military Reserve Map.
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4.3.

Appendix 3: Visual Aids to Physical Information
Archaeological Sites
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From NZAA site record form R27/55 1959
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Looking over Lyall Bay, toward Moa Point in 1895.22 Photograph courtesy of the Wellington City
Council.

22

Wellington City Council, Paper on the Ecological Restoration Plan: Draft.
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Google Maps satellite photography: Looking at Rangitatau pā along the ridge on the left (West
– marked as a square and Poito pā marked as a triangle, and the taunga waka on the foreshore below

Google Maps 3D impression based on satellite photography: Rangitatau on the Western spur,
Ataturk memorial on the Eastern spur, the taunga waka on the foreshore and the valley in between.
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Interpretation panel near the car park and close up illustrations of Rangitatau and Poito Pā (Anthony Tipene, 1 November 2013)

Poito Pā, an artist’s impression on interpretation panel.
Rangitatau Reserve(Anthony Tipene, 1 November 2013)
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Rangitatau Reserve sign (Anthony Tipene, 1 November 2013)

Looking east from Rangitatau pā (courtesy of the
Wellington City Council, 2011)

37

Looking west across at Rangitatau from the Ataturk Memorial
(Anthony Tipene, 1 November 2013)

Looking South from Rangitatau Reserve at the taunga waka on Tarakena Bay
(Anthony Tipene, 1 November 2013)
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