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INTRODUCTION 

 

1. My full name is Richard John Knott. 

 
2. I have worked in the areas of historic heritage, special character, urban 

design, visual analysis and planning since 1989.   

 
3. I am a full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute, Royal Town 

Planning Institute (Chartered Town Planner) - UK, Institute of Historic 

Building Conservation – UK and Institute of Highway Engineers - UK. 

 
4. I hold post graduate qualifications in the following areas: 

 
(a) Post Graduate Diploma Building Conservation, School of 

Conservation Sciences, Bournemouth University (2002). 

 
(i) This two-year post graduate course covered all areas of 

building conservation (historic heritage), including 

international building conservation theory, best practice and 

materials/repair.  The course was undertaken at various 

centres of excellence, to provide direct first-hand practical 

experience of the issues and repair techniques for a wide range 

of building types and materials. 

 
(b) Master of Arts Urban Design, University of the West of England 

(1995). 

 
(i) This three year post graduate course focused on delivering 

contextually appropriate design responses, though developing 

an understanding of the assessment of the historic heritage 

significance and character of areas.  This course concentrated 

on appropriate design within Conservation Areas (the UK 

equivalent to historic heritage areas), being areas of special 

architectural or historic interest where there is a specific 

requirement to preserve and enhance the character or 
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appearance of the area.  My independent research 

concentrated on investigating the assessment of character and 

the success of Conservation Area legislation. 

 
(c) Bachelor of Planning and BA(Hons) Town and Country Planning (1989 

and 1988). 

 
(i) My planning degrees included significant taught elements and 

workshops on urban design matters including design studio 

projects throughout the combined four years, along with a 

fourth-year concentration on site design. 

 
5. To expand my knowledge and understanding of global best practice in 

historic heritage, special character and visual impact matters, I have 

undertaken overseas continuing professional development courses. In 

2016, I attended the University of Southern California Fundamentals of 

Heritage Conservation summer school and in 2019 I attended the Planning 

Institute of Australia landscape and visual assessment training. 

 
6. Throughout my career I have led projects relating to heritage buildings, 

conservation areas and special character areas.  My experience in relation 

to historic buildings and special character matters has included (but is not 

limited to): 

 
(a) Area wide historic heritage and conservation areas studies; 

identifying and designating new conservation areas/heritage areas. 

 
(b) Historic heritage assessments for individual buildings. 

 
(c) Advice to a significant number of historic heritage building owners 

regarding re-use, alteration and repair, ranging from medieval to 

post-modern buildings.  
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(d) Assessment of many proposals to alter or demolish heritage buildings 

and buildings in conservation areas, historic heritage areas and 

special character areas.  

 
(e) Managing heritage assistance funds and assessing applications for 

funding. 

 
(f) Producing conservation plans for historic heritage buildings.  

 
(g) Conservation Area appraisals. 

 
(h) One of small group of experts authoring the English Historic Towns 

Forum Book of Good Practice in Shop Front Design. 

 
(i) Author of various conservation and heritage design guides. 

 
(j) Committee member IHBC Dorset Branch. 

 
(k) Masterplans for historic town centres most recently town centre 

Masterplan for Opotiki Town Centre and Featherston (ongoing). 

 
7. I am a Making Good Decisions Certificate Holder (since 2010 and last 

renewed in 2021 with Chairing Endorsement).  I have sat as Independent 

Planning Commissioner (panel member and/or Chair) for Hamilton City 

Council, Whangarei District Council, Taupo District Council, Tauranga City 

Council, South Wairarapa District Council and Auckland Council on over 40 

hearings.  I often sit on Hearings Panels in which specialist historic heritage, 

special character or urban design expertise is required.  

 
8. I prepared for the Hamilton City Council (HCC) the Hamilton City Historic 

Heritage Area Assessment dated 21 June 2022 (Original Report) which is 

set out at Appendix 9 to the s32 report supporting Plan Change 9 (PC9) to 

the Hamilton City Operative District Plan (ODP).  I was also responsible for 

the –Addendum - Hamilton City Historic Heritage Area Assessment dated 
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6th March 2023 (Addendum Report) which is set out at Attachment 1 to 

my statement of evidence. 

 
9. I attended the Planning and Heritage Session 3 – Heritage and Planning on 

the 17 March 2023 and signed the joint witness statement in relation to 

heritage and planning dated 17 March 2023 (JWS). 

 
CODE OF CONDUCT 

 

10. I am familiar with the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses (Environment 

Court Practice Note 2023) and although I note this is a Council hearing, I 

agree to comply with this code. The evidence I will present is within my 

area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on information 

provided by another party. I have not knowingly omitted facts or 

information that might alter or detract from opinions I express. 

 
SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 

11. My evidence will cover the following matters addressed in the Original 

Report and Addendum Report, and matters raised in submissions and 

remaining following the expert conferencing on the 17 March 2023: 

 
(a) The Consistency Criteria. 

 
(b) Heritage Themes or Periods of Development. 

 
(c) Further research into proposed Historic Heritage Areas (HHAs) and 

the adequacy of the HHA Statements in Appendix 8D of the proposed 

ODP provisions. 

 
(d) Alignment with WRPS Appendix 10A. 

 
(e) Revised Methodology. 
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(f) The appropriateness of the assessment methodology for the 

assessment of commercial areas. 

 
(g) Reconsideration of Previous Assessments in light of Submissions and 

Revised Methodology. 

 
(h) Final List of Proposed HHAs. 

 
(i) Maps for Final List of Proposed HHAs. 

 
(j) Revisions to the relevant chapters and appendices of PC9. 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

12. In my evidence I have avoided repetition of matters addressed in my 

Original Report and Addendum Report, and have sought to provide a 

summary of those reports, and a focussed response to matters raised in 

submissions and matters remaining outstanding following the expert 

conferencing. 

 
13. I confirm that: 

 
(a) At all times, the ‘the need to identify whether the street, or area as a 

whole, was representative of a Heritage Theme which has historic 

heritage significance to the development of the city, was the key 

purpose of the original assessments contained within my Original 

Report.   

 
(b) The main purpose of the ‘consistency criteria’ contained within my 

Original Report was as a filtering exercise to objectively dismiss the 

majority of streets to ensure that only those streets which best 

displayed the physical and visual qualities of the identified Heritage 

Themes moved forward as a potential HHA. 
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14. Since preparing my Original Report I have had the benefit of peer review 

and additional expert input from two respected colleagues in this field, Dr 

Kai Gu, and Mr Robin Miller. I have reflected that additional expert input in 

my Addendum Report.  

 
15. I accept Mr Gu’s recommendation that there is benefit in moving away 

from the Heritage Themes identified in my Original Report, and instead 

adopting Development Periods which simply reflect the most significant 

development periods and the spatial structuring of Hamilton, as these 

better respond to the policy directives contained within the Waikato 

Regional Policy Statement (WRPS).   

 
16. I accept Mr Millers view that the initial HCC research was very broad and 

not specific to each of the proposed HHAs. I also accept the view of some 

submitters that the Statements in Appendix 8D of the proposed ODP 

provisions in PC9 were very short and did not provide sufficient 

information regarding the historic heritage significance of each HHA.  

 
17. I have therefore presented a revised two stage methodology for the 

identification and assessment of HHAs, to be included in Appendix 8 

section 8-3.1 and 8-3.2 of the ODP.  This has added a further stage of 

detailed research into each proposed HHA to confirm its historic heritage 

significance to the development of the city. 

 
18. I believe that the adoption of the ‘Development Period’ approach and the 

revised methodology better aligns with the WRPS Appendix 10A criteria for 

the assessment of historic heritage. 

 
19. In response to matters raised at the expert conferencing, I confirm that I 

have found that both the original methodology and revised methodology 

are both suitable for the assessment of both residential and commercial 

areas.   
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20. In relation to my previous assessments, I am content that it is not necessary 

to reassess all of the streets not previously recommended as being 

included in HHAs with the revised methodology, as in general these do not 

display consistency in physical and visual qualities that are representative 

of any of the new identified Development Periods.   

 
21. Since preparing my Original Report, Mr Miller had completed research for 

some of the proposed HHAs as part of his Peer Review.  I have completed 

specific additional research for each of the other recommended HHAs and 

presented this in a Statement for each HHA.  Together these are presented 

in the updated Appendix 8D as recommended in the s42A report.  This 

includes both the Claudelands Commercial HHA and Frankton Commerce 

Street HHA which, subject to scope, have each been recommended as 

HHAs following submissions seeking their inclusion.   

 
22. This process, which is reflected in the updated Appendix 8, has provided 

the opportunity to further consider the historic heritage significance of 

each proposed HHA (in line with Appendix 10A) and to establish whether 

they are each of at least moderate heritage significance to the city, 

regionally or nationally and whether they should be scheduled as an HHA.     

 
23. From my Original Report, for the reasons set out in my Addendum Report 

and below, the proposed Marama Street HHA, Oxford Street (West) HHA, 

Anglesea Street HHA and Jamieson Avenue HHA have be removed. 

 
24. In total 29 HHAs are now recommended by me for inclusion within the 

ODP. 

 
25. Updated HHA boundary maps are set out at Attachment 2 to this evidence.  

 
26. In addition, I have prepared updated District Plan chapters and appendices 

in line with the above updates and to respond to other matters raised in 

submission.  These have been included with the s42A report and I support 

that drafting for inclusion within the PC9 provisions. 
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TECHNICAL ANALYSIS 

 
‘The Consistency Criteria’ 

 
27. The methodology used for the identification of the HHAs was the subject 

of many submissions and was also under discussion at the Heritage and 

Planning Expert Conferencing.  A number of the submissions raised 

concerns that the methodology was more akin to that expected for the 

identification of Special Character Areas, rather than Historic Heritage 

Areas.  I believe that this was due to confusion regarding the inclusion of 

the ‘consistency criteria’ in the methodology. 

 
28. The assessment criteria set out in my Original Report indicated that to be 

identified as a HHA an area had to pass two requirements (i.e. both 

requirements had to be met), that the area:  

 
(a) Is representative of a Heritage Theme which has historic heritage 

significance to the development of the city; and 

 
(b) Displays consistency in physical and visual qualities that are 

representative of their identified Heritage Theme and assessed as 

being at least moderate value in relation to the majority of the 

consistency criteria. 

 
29. Having reviewed my Original Report in light of submissions, I accept that I 

did not articulate the purpose of the second part, the ‘consistency criteria’, 

with sufficient clarity, and also due to the significant pages of assessment 

relating to the ‘consistency criteria’ I can see how submitters could be 

under the impression that their consideration was somehow more 

important than the first limb of the criteria. 

 
30. As confirmed in my Original Report, in view of the shortcomings of desk 

based research for a project such as this, I personally visited every street in 
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Hamilton which contained a majority of pre-1980 development.  This took 

the equivalent of eighteen full time working days.   

 
31. At all times, the ‘first test’, the need to identify whether the street, or area 

as a whole, was representative of a Heritage Theme which has historic 

heritage significance to the development of the city, was the key purpose 

of the exercise. 

 
32. However, both questions were considered concurrently, and as a result the 

‘consistency criteria’ were applied to every street visited.  This generated 

a significant amount of data relating to the ‘consistency criteria’.   

 
33. The main purpose of the ‘consistency criteria’ test was to objectively assess 

and filter out the majority of streets to ensure that only those streets which 

best displayed the physical and visual qualities of the identified Heritage 

Themes passed the test; in effect the second test was a form of sifting 

exercise. 

 
34. At all times, the first test has been paramount, and if a street was not 

considered to be representative of a Heritage Theme which has historic 

heritage significance to the development of the city it was dismissed. 

 
 
Heritage Theme which has historic heritage significance to the development of 

the city versus three Development Periods which have historic heritage 

significance to the development of the City 

 

35. In Section 4 of my Original Report, I set out ‘Heritage Themes which have 

Historic Heritage Significance to the Development of the City’.  These 

Heritage Themes had been established in the report ‘Hamilton City Special 

Character Study 2020’, prepared by Lifescapes Ltd for HCC (June 2020).   

 
36. In light of the substantial work undertaken by Lifescapes Ltd, these 

established themes formed the basis of my original evaluations and 

assessments within the first limb of the ‘consistency criteria’.   
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37. As set out in my Addendum Report, I note the advice contained in the peer 

review prepared by Dr Kai Gu in March 2023 and in particular the comment 

at page 6 that: 

 
…The design and execution of the research project in general are in 
line with the principles of international practice. However, the 
heritage themes in the HHA assessment report refer to significant 
urban activities, major planning policy initiatives and driving forces for 
development, which underpin classification of the types of historic 
heritage areas. In the Historic and Cultural Heritage Assessment 
Criteria set by the Waikato Regional Policy Statement (10A, 2016, 
updated 2018), the emphasis is on historic heritage that is 
representative of a significant development period in the region or the 
nation. Form and process are inseparable, and social and spatial 
relations and the geographical setting are important in distinguishing, 
characterising and explaining the spatial structure of Hamilton and its 
historic heritage areas. The identification of development periods is 
therefore fundamental for heritage assessment. 

 
38. I accept Dr Gu’s recommendation that there is benefit in moving away from 

simply relying on the Heritage Themes identified in my Original Report, and 

instead focussing on development periods which reflects the most 

significant development periods and the spatial structuring of Hamilton 

(Development Periods), as these better respond to the WRPS. 

 
39. Following his review of cartographical sources and documentary records, 

Dr Gu has identified a three-part sequence of change in the pre-1980 urban 

area in Hamilton:  

 
(a) Pioneer Development (1860s–1880s). 

 
(b) Late Victorian and Edwardian and during and after inter-war growth 

(1890s–1940s). 

 
(c) Early post-war expansion (1950s–1970s).  

 

A map of Hamilton City which reflects these Development Periods is set out 

at Attachment 3 to my evidence.  

 
40. I support the use of these Development Periods as part of the first and 

second limbs of the assessment criteria. In my Addendum Report and in 
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the preparation of the Statements (for Appendix 8D) I have relied on these 

Development Periods to cross check and reassess the HHAs recommended 

in my Original Report. 

 

 

Further research into proposed HHAs and the adequacy of the HHA Statements 

in Appendix 8D 

 

41. The March 2023 peer review by Mr Robin Miller of Origin Consultants 

commented, at page 6, that:  

 
During the initial stages of preparing this report, Origin recommended 
that further evaluation of each proposed HHA was carried out to 
further identify and verify the historical and architectural value of each 
area in the wider context of the development of Hamilton City. For an 
area to be considered as ‘historic heritage’ under the RMA 1991, it 
must have some historic or architectural significance that contributes 
to an understanding of New Zealand’s history and culture. While the 
initial HCC research provides a base for identifying important 
development periods, it is very broad and not specific to each of the 
proposed HHAs. Some areas could have the characteristics of a 
heritage theme, but may have been developed during a specific 
development period or established for different reasons. 

 

42. In addition to these observations, a number of submitters commented that 

the Statement for each HHA included in Appendix 8D of PC9 was too short 

and did not provide sufficient information regarding the historic heritage 

significance of each HHA.  I agree that the information included in Appendix 

8D was too brief. 

 
43. I accept both the observations of Mr Miller above, and the concerns raised 

by submitters regarding improving the level of explanation of each HHAs 

heritage significance, and have reflected these factors in my recommended 

updated plan provisions.  

 
44. In response I have carried out additional specific research for each HHA and 

presented a statement for each HHA in broadly the same format as used in 

the Origin peer review report of March 2023, setting out: 
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(a) Development Dates. 

 
(b) Confirmation of the City Extension that the HHA is located in. 

 
(c) Summary of Values. 

 
(d) Background - Historic, Cultural and Archaeological Qualities. 

 
(e) Buildings and Streetscape Elements - Architectural, Scientific and 

Technical Qualities. 

 
45. The revised statements for each HHA are now set out in the updated 

version of Schedule 8D as recommended in the s42A report. 

 
46. This process has provided the opportunity to further consider the historic 

heritage significance of each proposed HHA, and to establish that they are 

each of at least moderate heritage significance to the city, regionally or 

nationally and that they should be scheduled as an HHA.    I discuss this in 

more detail below. 

 
 
Alignment with WRPS Appendix 10A 

 

47. A number of submissions raise questions as to whether the original 

methodology was sufficiently aligned to the WRPS Appendix 10A Historic 

and cultural heritage assessment criteria.  This matter was also raised at 

the Expert Conferencing. 

 
48. Whilst not explicit in my original methodology, I am confident that my 

consideration of whether a street/area was representative of a Heritage 

Theme which has historic heritage significance to the development of the 

city satisfactorily addressed the matters included in the Appendix 10A 

criteria; Historic, Cultural and Archaeological Qualities, Architectural, 

Scientific and Technical Qualities. 
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49. However, in light of the concerns raised in the submissions I have taken a 

more direct approach.  I believe that the adoption of the ‘Development 

Period’ approach better aligns with these criteria and the further research 

and detailed statements discussed above provides a forum to consider 

these matters. 

 

 

Revised Methodology  

 

50. In light of the above changes, I recommend a revised, two stage 

methodology, for inclusion in Appendix 8 section 8-3.1 / 8-3.2: 

 
Stage 1 - Site Visits and Initial Assessment: 

 
- Site visits to every street in Hamilton which contains a 

majority of pre1980 development.   
-  
o Visual assessment of the street/area to determine 

whether it is potentially representative of one of the 
three Development Periods which have Historic Heritage 
Significance to the development of the City. 

o  
o A scoring of the physical and visual qualities of the street 

to dismiss those areas which whilst containing some 
characteristics of an identified Development Period, do 
not display consistency with a majority of the physical 
and visual qualities of the Development Period.  The 
physical and visual qualities to be assessed include: 
o  
 Street/Block Layout 
 Street Design 
 Lot Size, Dimensions and Development Density  
 Lot Layout 
 Topography and Green Structure 
 Architecture and Building Typologies 
 Street Frontage Treatments 
 Confirmation of potential HHAs 
 
Stage (2) Detailed Assessment: 

 
o Research carried out for each potential HHA to identify 

the specific historic heritage values of that are and to 
determine whether it is of at least moderate heritage 
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significance to the city, regionally or nationally and should 
be scheduled as an HHA. 
 

o Any potential HHAs identified as not being of at least 
moderate heritage significance to the city, regionally or 
nationally are dismissed. 
 

o Where it is determined that the street/area should be 
scheduled as a HHA the research is edited to become a 
Statement to be in included in Appendix 8D. 

 

 

The appropriateness of the assessment methodology for the assessment of 

commercial areas  

 

51. Questions have been raised by submitters as to whether the original 

methodology was appropriate for the assessment of commercial areas, as 

the original list of proposed HHAs included mainly residential areas (with 

Victoria Street being the only commercial HHA proposed). 

 
52. The original methodology was developed to look at residential areas 

surrounding potential growth nodes, in response to Policy 3 of the National 

Policy Statement - Urban Development (NPS-UD).  The project was then 

extended to cover residential areas over the whole city.  Notwithstanding 

this, I have found that both the original methodology and revised 

methodology are both suitable for the assessment of both residential and 

commercial areas.   

 

 

Reconsideration of Previous Assessments in light of Submissions and Revised 

Methodology 

 

53. As set out in the Themes and Issues report and in my Addendum Report, 

submitters have requested the deletion of HHAs, revisions to new HHAs 

and additional HHAs.  In addition, the preparation of a revised 
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methodology which incorporates Development Periods raises a question 

regarding whether any of my previous assessments require updating. 

 
54. I consider that it is not necessary to reassess all of the streets not previously 

recommended as being included in HHAs, as in general these do not display 

consistency in physical and visual qualities that are representative of any 

of the new identified Development Periods.  The exception to this is where 

I have reassessed streets to respond to submissions. 

 
55. Subsequent to my Addendum Report, I have completed ‘Stage 2 – Detailed 

Assessment’ for each previously recommended HHA.  This includes 

detailed assessment of both the Frankton Commercial Centre and 

Claudelands Commercial Centre HHAs which had been requested in 

submissions and which I recommended as potential HHAs in the 

Addendum Report subject to further research and scope being available.   

 
56. I also note that in my Addendum Report I recommended the deletion of 

two previously proposed HHAs: 

 
(a) Marama Street HHA; due to demolition which has taken place since 

the original site visits and extant certificates of compliance for the 

demolition of other dwellings, which significantly impacts the 

integrity of the HHA;  

 
(b) Oxford Street (West) HHA; due to extant certificates of compliance 

for the demolition of dwellings, which would significantly impact the 

integrity of the HHA. 

 
57. Having carried out the further research and having revisited the Origin Peer 

Review, I have also recommended that the Anglesea Street HHA and 

Jamieson Avenue HHA be removed, in part due to their small size and the 

likely impact of any change upon their historic heritage significance. 

 
58. I also note the observations of Dr Gu regarding the town belt, and its 

heritage significance in the Hamilton City context. I agree that it could 
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warrant recognition as an HHA, but doubt there would be scope to address 

this, as no submitter has raised this matter. I do also note that the 

underlying zoning, and ownership with HCC, mean that it is less at risk from 

development pressures as say residentially zoned land held in private 

ownership. 

 
59. It is recommended that all other proposed HHAs remain. 

 

Final List of Proposed HHAs 

 

60. Following the Stage 2 – Detailed Assessment, the following HHAs are 

recommended:  

 
a) Acacia Crescent – unaltered. 

 
b) Ashbury Avenue – unaltered. 

 
c) Augusta, Casper and Roseburg Streets – unaltered. 

 
d) Casey Avenue - revised boundary to include redeveloped site at the 

south. 
 

e) Cattanach Street – unaltered. 
 

f) Chamberlain Place – unaltered. 
 

g) Claudelands Commercial – added in response to submissions. 
 

h) Claudelands – extended in response to submissions. 
 

i) Fairfield Road - unaltered. 
 

j) Frankton Commerce Street – added in response to submissions. 
 

k) Frankton East HHA (previously Marire Avenue, Parr Street, and 
Taniwha Street HHA) - extended in response to submissions. 

 
l) Frankton Railway Village – extended in response to submissions. 

 
m) Hamilton East – extended in response to submissions and also 

including the previous Graham Street HHA. 
 

n) Hayes Paddock – unaltered. 
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o) Hooker Avenue – unaltered. 

 
p) Jennifer Place – unaltered. 

 
q) Lamont, Freemont, Egmont and Claremont Streets – unaltered. 

 
r) Matai, Hinau and Rata Streets – unaltered. 

 
s) Myrtle Street and Te Aroha (West) – unaltered. 

 
t) Oxford Street (East) and Marshall Street – unaltered. 

 
u) Riro Street – unaltered. 

 
v) Sare Crescent – reduced to removed dwelling at north. 

 
w) Seifert Street – unaltered. 

 
x) Springfield Crescent – unaltered. 

 
y) Sunnyhills Avenue – unaltered. 

 
z) Te Aroha Street (East) - extended in response to submissions. 

 
aa) Temple View – unaltered. 

 
bb) Victoria Street – extended in response to submissions. 

 
cc) Wilson Street and Pinfold Avenue. 

 
 

Maps for Final List of Proposed HHAs 

 

61. A series of maps is provided in Attachment 2 confirming the boundary for 

each of the above proposed HHAs.  The final boundary for each HHA will 

be transferred to the District Plan boundary maps.  To ensure that there 

are no inconsistencies or confusion this will be the only location that the 

boundary maps exist in the District Plan. 
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Revisions to the relevant chapters and appendices of PC9 

 

62. Various updates have been made to the PC9 proposed chapters and 

appendices to address matters raised in this evidence and to respond to 

other submissions.  These revised drafting of the relevant chapters and 

appendices were included with the s42A report. I support that proposed 

drafting. 

 
63. The key changes made to these provisions include: 

 
(a) In Chapter 19: 

 
(i) Revised Purpose for HHAs 

 
19.1 – Historic Heritage Area 
 
Updated to emphasise the unique identity and evolution of the 

City, the need to protect this from inappropriate subdivision, 

use and development, the focus of HHAs on the three 

development periods and the best remaining examples of 

these.  

 
(ii) Revised Objectives and Policies  

The previous objectives 19.2.4 and 19.2.5 have been replaced 

by a single objective 19.2.4, to identify and protect HHAs from 

inappropriate subdivision, use and development.   

 

The policies have been revised to make clearer reference to: 

 

• Identification of HHAs 

• Cumulative effects on their heritage values 

• Enable the use, development and adaptation  

• Scale and form of development 

• Consider the relationship to other buildings and sites 
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• Discouraging demolition or removal of buildings 

• Consider the effects of car parking, serving, lighting and 

signs 

• The need for a Heritage Impact statement to accompany all 

resource consents HHAs 

 
(iii) Revised Activity Status Table  

Responding to submissions recognising that alterations and 

additions on rear sites can have an impact on the values of the 

HHA, and makes this a Restricted Discretionary Activity, rather 

than Permitted as was the case in the notified plan.  For 

instance, the increase in height of a building on a rear site could 

have an impact on the historic heritage values of a front site 

and the HHA as a whole. 

 

Remove the activity relating to existing curtilage walls as this 

appeared to be a continuation of previous provisions for 

Temple View.  As the previous existing curtilage walls along 

Tuhikaramea Road have already been removed and replaced 

with appropriate walls this is no longer required. 

 

Recognising that demolition and relocation of buildings off site 

have the same effect; these provisions have therefore been 

combined. 

 

Responding to submissions that demolition and relocation off 

rear sites can have a significant effect on the heritage values of 

the aera, so altering this from a Permitted to Restricted 

Discretionary activity. 

 

Recognising that open frontages are a significant historic 

heritage feature of many of the HHAs (the values of these are 

specifically referenced in the new Statements for each HHA).  
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All fences forward of the dwelling now require a Restricted 

Discretionary consent within these identified HHAs and in the 

Frankton Railway Village HHA where whilst low fences are a 

characteristic of the area they have distinctive designs which 

need to be respected if the heritage values of the area are to 

be protected. 

 

Recognising that buildings relocated on to a site have the same 

effects as a new building, and so these provisions are 

combined. 

 

Rewording the provision regarding relocated buildings within 

their original site to provide greater clarity as to the meaning 

of this and retaining the Restricted Discretionary activity status 

in recognition of the potential effects on the heritage values of 

the site and area. 

 

Respond to submissions to provide for scaffolding and 

falsework for a short period as a Permitted activity, to support 

the repair and maintenance of buildings in HHAs. 

Responding to submissions and providing for small garden shed 

as a permitted activity. 

 

(iv) Revised Standards 

 
Mainly responding to the changes made to the activity status 

for fences. 

 

(b) Appendix 8 

 
(i) Revised Sections 8-3.1 and 8-3.2 including ‘Development 

Periods which have Historic Heritage Significance to the 

Development of the City’ and ‘Methodology for Identification 
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and Assessment of HHAs’.  ‘Figure 1: The distinctive urban 

landscape divisions in pre-1980 Hamilton’ shown on the 

version of this in the s42A included outdated HHA boundaries.  

An updated version of this image, with no HHA boundaries, to 

be substituted for that in the s42A report is set out at 

Attachment 3 of this statement of evidence. 

 
(ii) Revised Schedule 8D – providing a full Statement for each HHA, 

including details of: 

 
• Development Dates 

• City Extension that the HHA is located in 

• Summary of Values 

• Background (Historic, Cultural and Archaeological Qualities)  

• Buildings and Streetscape Elements (Architectural, Scientific 

and Technical Qualities) 

 
(c) 1.1 – Definitions and Terms.  The removal of the definition for Historic 

Heritage Areas (to instead rely upon the definition of Historic 

Heritage in the RMA) 

 
(d) 1.3 – Assessment Criteria.  Specific assessment criteria for HHAs, 

responding to the revised Activity Status Table. 

 
CONCLUSION 

 

64. Having worked through matters raised in submissions and the matters 

outstanding following the expert conferencing for Heritage and Planning 

on 17 March 2023, I have recommended revised provisions for inclusion in 

the District Plan. These revisions are set out in the s42A report and I 

support that drafting. 

 
65. These revised provisions include an updated methodology for the 

identification and assessment of HHAs in Hamilton. 
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66. Having worked through this process, and considered the revised 

methodology, I recommend 29 HHAs, each supported by a full Statement 

of significance.  

 
 

Richard John Knott 

14 April 2023 
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1. Introduction and Summary
This report provides an addendum to the previous report titled ‘Hamilton City Council - Hamilton 
City Historic Heritage Area Assessment’ (‘the original report’) dated 21st June 2022.  It responds to 
matters raised in submissions to HCC Plan Change 9.  It should be read in conjunction with the 
relevant Themes and Issues Report. 

It has been prepared by Richard Knott.  Richard’s qualifications and experience are as set out in the 
original report.  For the preparation of this addendum report, further sites visit has been made been 
made to each street where a submission has been made, to the HHAs included in the Origin Peer 
Review and to each of the HHAs representing the Early post-war expansion of Hamilton. 

The main recommendations are: 

- To replace the previous Heritage Themes with Development Periods, based upon the peer
review of Kai Gu and to better respond to the RPS.

- The deletion of the Marama Street HHA and the Oxford Street (West) HHA due to demolition
which has taken place since the original site visits and extant certificates of compliance for
the demolition of dwellings, which significantly impacts their integrity.

- Updated/altered boundaries for a number of HHAs, responding to
demolition/redevelopment which has taken place since the original site visits and
assessments, to respond to the Origin Consultants peer review and in response to
submissions, including:

o Expand the Claudelands HHA to include the south side of Stanley Street.

o Combine the Hamilton East HHA and Graham Street HHA and expand to include 55-
63 Cook Street, east side of MacFarlane  Street (from Sillary Street to Brookfield
Street), additional lots at the corner of MacFarlane Street with Albert Street,
Brookfield Street (from MacFarlane Street to Grey Street) and Naylor Street (from
MacFarlane Street to Grey Street).

o Expand Marire Avenue, Parr Street and Taniwha Street HHA to include some
additional properties on the east side of Taniwha Street, parts of Wye Street and
Torrington Street.

o Expand the Te Aroha East HHA to include the north side of Frances Street.

o Expand the Victoria Street HHA to include part of Hood Street

o Expand the Frankton Railway Village HHA to match the boundary of the Heritage
New Zealand Pouhere Taonga ‘Frankton Junction Railway Settlement Historic Area’

- That two new HHAs be added, at Claudelands Commercial Centre (Grey Street from
Claudelands Road to south of Te Aroha Street) and Frankton Commercial Centre (Commerce
Street from Kent Street to High Street only) in response to submissions.

- That updated descriptions be prepared for all HHAs, in response to the Peer Reviews and to
address matters raised in submissions.
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2. Background
In 2021 Richard Knott Limited were appointed to carry out a city-wide assessment identifying parts 
of the city which are of such heritage value locally, regionally or nationally that they should be 
identified as an HHA as part of PC9. 

The subsequent report titled ‘Hamilton City Council - Hamilton City Historic Heritage Area 
Assessment’ (‘the original report’) dated 21st June 2022 developed a methodology to carry out 
assessments for the identification of Historic Heritage Areas in residential areas in Hamilton.   

Non-residential areas were not part of the original commission, apart from Temple View (which was 
already recognised as a Heritage Zone and Character Area), and Victoria Street for which Richard 
Knott had already completed a draft study. 

Site visits were made, by Richard Knott, to the significant majority of street in Hamilton which 
contained a majority of pre-1980 buildings (as noted in the original report only one street which 
contained a majority of pre 1980 buildings was not visited).  The building age data utilised to identify 
street where site visits were undertaken is included at Appendix 3 of this Addendum report.   

The assessments resulted in around 500 lines of individual assessments. 

An assessment record for each street visited is included in Appendix 2 and 3 of the original report. 
The original report recommended 32 that Historic Heritage Areas be included within the Operative 
Hamilton District Plan. 

Time constraints meant that there was not the opportunity for research to be carried out for 
individual HHAs. The original report therefore pulled upon the city wide reports prepared by other 
historic heritage experts, including: 

- Hamilton City Special Character Study 2020 - Prepared by Lifescapes Ltd for Hamilton City
Council - June 2020

- Hamilton City Review of Existing Character Areas – Lifescapes Ltd for Hamilton City Council –
March 2021

- Kirikiriroa - Hamilton’s European Settler History – Prepared by Alice Morris & Mark Caunter
– Hamilton City Council and Hamilton City Libraries – October 2021

Subsequent to the production of the original report, and the close of submissions and further 
submissions, two peer reviews of the original report have been prepared: 

- Peer Review Assessment: Hamilton City Council Plan Change 9 – Historic Heritage Areas by
Origin Consultants Ltd

- Peer Review Report: Plan Change 9 – Proposed Historic Heritage Areas (HHAs) by the
Hamilton City Council - Dr Kai Gu, Associate Professor, School of Architecture and Planning,
University of Auckland
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3. Response to Submissions
As set out in the HCC Themes and Issues report, the submissions made to PC9 relating to HHAs can 
be grouped into a five main themes, with additional subthemes that identify more specific issues.  

Each of these is considered and responded to below: 

Philosophical positions around whether HHAs should be pursued to protect historic heritage 

Proposed HHA’s in PC9 are not a matter of national importance, as per section 6 (f) of the RMA, 
and 

Consistency with related policy and legislation – Historic Heritage versus Character 

Some submissions question whether the proposed HHA’s meet the requirements of section 6 RMA 
to the extent that they should be accorded ‘historic heritage’ status being of ‘national importance’.  
These submissions question the robustness of the assessment criteria and application of the 
assessment criteria used to identify HHAs. 

Concerns were raised regarding the proposed definition of ‘Historic Heritage Area’1 as it does not 
align with the language and terminology used under the RMA or other policy documents; as well as 
that it is more commensurate with ‘character value’ than ‘historic heritage value’. Submissions 
questioned whether an HHA overlay is an appropriate mechanism to protect historic heritage as 
defined by the RMA and whether the methodology and assessment criteria are commensurate with 
character values and that these are not consistent with established guidance and practice for the 
identification and assessment of historic heritage, including the existing established Historic and 
Cultural Heritage assessment criteria under Section 10A of the WRPS and existing Heritage 
Assessment criteria under Appendix 1.3 of the operative District Plan.. 

Some submissions identified that there is a lack of clear distinction between areas of recognised 
historic heritage value and areas of special character. 

Response 

The developed definition and methodology for the identification of HHAs provides a very clear focus 
on historic heritage, not special character: 

- The definition of Historic Heritage Area in PC9 firmly places emphasis on the areas being
representative of their development period:

Means an identified area with historic heritage value which are 
representative of their development period, and are consistent in their 
physical and visual qualities, including street pattern, lot layout and density, 
green structure, housing typologies and street frontage treatments. 

- Each of the identified heritage themes was identified as representing a form of development
which has historic heritage significance to the development of the city:

 Early establishment of a service town
 Railway workers suburbs
 Comprehensive state housing schemes and control by the State Advances

Corporation
 The construction company era

1 Proposed definition - Historic Heritage Area: Means an identified area with historic heritage value which are 
representative of their development period, and are consistent in their physical and visual qualities, including 
street pattern, lot layout and density, natural environment, housing typologies and street frontage treatments. 
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 The dominance of the private car and changing suburban form
- The ‘consistency criteria’ included in the assessment methodology identify physical and

visual qualities that are representative of each identified Heritage Theme.

The requirement that a HHA is representative of a Heritage Theme which has historic heritage 
significance to the development of the city firmly places the HHAs within the definition of Historic 
Heritage set out in Part 1 of the RMA. 

However, I note the peer review prepared by Kai Gu and in particular the comment at page 6 that: 
…The design and execution of the research project in general are in line with the principles of 
international practice. However, the heritage themes in the HHA assessment report refer to 
significant urban activities, major planning policy initiatives and driving forces for 
development, which underpin classification of the types of historic heritage areas. In the 
Historic and Cultural Heritage Assessment Criteria set by the Waikato Regional Policy 
Statement (10A, 2016, updated 2018), the emphasis is on historic heritage that is 
representative of a significant development period in the region or the nation. Form and 
process are inseparable, and social and spatial relations and the geographical setting are 
important in distinguishing, characterising and explaining the spatial structure of Hamilton 
and its historic heritage areas. The identification of development periods is therefore 
fundamental for heritage assessment. 

I accept Mr Gu’s recommendation that there is benefit in moving away from the Heritage Themes 
identified in my original report, and instead adopting Development Periods which simply reflect the 
most significant development periods and the spatial structuring of Hamilton, and to better respond 
to the WRPS. 

I therefore consider that the assessment methodology should be updated to reflect this advice: 

Proposed Heritage 
Development Period 

Previous Heritage Theme 

Pioneer Development (1860 to 
1889) 

Early Establishment of a Service Town 

Late Victorian and Edwards 
and during and after inter-war 
growth (1890 to 1949) 

Early Establishment of a Service Town 

Railway Workers Suburbs. 

Comprehensive state housing schemes and control by the State 
Advances Corporation 

Early Post War Expansions 
(1950 to 1980) 

The construction company era, and The dominance of the 
private car and changing suburban form 

Comprehensive state housing schemes and control by the State 
Advances Corporation 

Further detail of each Development Period is included in Appendix 1 - Periods of Development which 
have Historic Heritage Significance to the Development of the City . 

In addition, I consider that there is merit in making a minor change to the definition of HHA: 
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Means an identified area with historic heritage values which are representative of 
their a development period which has historic heritage significance to the 
development of the city, and are consistent in their physical and visual qualities, 
including street pattern, lot layout and density, green structure, housing typologies 
and street frontage treatments. 

These changes would require consequential alterations to the table in Section 5 – Methodology for 
the Assessment of Historic Heritage Areas of my original report, as set out below: 

Areas Description Assessment Criteria 

Historic 
Heritage 
Areas 

An identified area 
with historic heritage 
value which are 
representative of a 
development period 
which has historic 
heritage significance 
to the development 
of the city, and are 
consistent in their 
physical and visual 
qualities, including 
street pattern, lot 
layout and density, 
green structure, 
housing typologies 
and street frontage 
treatments and 
which are considered 
to be of at least 
moderate heritage 
value locally, 
regionally or 
nationally. 

- That the area is representative of a Development
Period which has historic heritage significance to the
development of the city including:

o Pioneer Development (1860 to 1889)

o Late Victorian and Edwards and during and
after inter-war growth (1890 to 1949)

o Early Post War Expansions (1950 to 1980)

and 

- The area displays consistency in physical and visual
qualities that are representative of their identified
Development Period and assessed as being at least
moderate value in relation to the majority of the
consistency criteria:

o A consistent Street/Block Layout which
makes a positive contribution to the heritage
significance and quality of the area

o Consistent Street Design, including street
trees, berms, carriageways and other planting
within the street which make a positive
contribution to the heritage significance and
quality of the area.

o Consistency in Lot Size, Dimensions and
Development Density, including shape and
size of lots which makes a positive
contribution to the heritage significance and
quality of the area.

o Consistent Lot Layout, including position of
buildings on lots, dominance of car parking,
and landscape and tree planting within the
lot which makes a positive contribution to the
heritage significance and quality of the area.

o Whether the overall Topography and Green
Structure of the area makes a positive
contribution to the heritage significance and
quality of the area.
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o Consistency of styles of Architecture and
Building Typologies, including overall shape,
form and material, and whether these factors
make a positive contribution to the heritage
significance and quality of the area.

o Consistency in Street Frontage Treatments,
such as walls, fences and planting, and
whether these make a positive contribution
to the heritage significance and quality of the
area.

These criteria to be considered at street, group of streets or 
block level as appropriate. 

The adoption of a revised assessment methodology, with the proposed three Development Periods 
requires some reconsideration of the previous assessments: 

- I am content that it is not necessary to reassess all of the streets not previously
recommended as being included in HHAs, as in general (except where considered below)
these do not display consistency in physical and visual qualities that are representative of
any identified Development Period.

- I have reconsidered the assessments for the previously recommended HHAs and, except as
outlined below, and conclude that each of the areas is representative of one of the
Development Periods which has historic heritage significance to the development of the city
and shows consistency with the physical and visual qualities that are representative of their
identified Development Period.  Further research has been carried out, as part of the Origin
Consultants peer review to confirm the representativeness and heritage significance of eight
of the previously recommended HHAs and further work is continuing to do this for these
areas and the remainder of the HHAs (including the recommended new HHAs – see below).

Whether the approach has been applied well enough spatially. Are the mapped HHA spatial 
extents right or not? 

Many submissions questioned the validity of the assessment criteria used to identify HHA’s; the 
accuracy and consistency of the application of criteria across each HHA; and the historic significance 
of some or all of the historic heritage themes used as the basis for the HHAs. 

Other submissions in support of the introduction of HHAs have identified areas of the city that 
should be included as new HHAs or additional to existing HHAs as they are perceived to meet the 
heritage themes assessment criteria or have other historic heritage value not captured by the 
themes.  

Response: 

As described above, changes are recommended to replace the previously utilised Themes with 
Development Periods, which more simply reflect the most significant development periods and the 
spatial structuring of Hamilton and to more closely align with the WRPS. 

The criteria, both as originally applied and utilised in this report, have been applied consistently 
across the city with Richard Knott carrying out all assessments.  This approach does not bring in the 
potential for different interpretation by different assessors.  As outlined above, the significant 
majority of street in Hamilton which contained a majority of pre-1980 buildings were visited (with 
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only one street known to be missed), and all streets were ‘treated equally’ with no bias in the 
assessment to streets of a particular development period or within a particular area. 

The Origin peer review considered eight of the HHAs in detail and has not raised concerns regarding 
consistency, although it is noted that they recommend further research is carried out and a revised 
description provided for each HHA to validate their representativeness of their Development Period 
and to confirm their historic heritage significance.  This will be updated by way of evidence to the 
Hearing. 

Following consideration of submissions further sites visit has been made been made by Richard 
Knott to each street where a submission has been made to consider whether the spatial extents of 
the HHA remain correct. 

In the majority of cases, it is considered that the original assessment still stands, subject to the 
provisos above regarding further research into representativeness.   

In some instances it was considered that further assessment would be beneficial in light of 
comments and information contained in submissions.  These new and updated assessments are 
attached as Appendix 2.   

The following expansions are recommended based on either information contained in submissions 
and/or based upon updated assessments: 

- Expand the Claudelands HHA to include the south side of Stanley Street.

- Combine the Hamilton East HHA and Graham Street HHA and expand to include 55-63 Cook
Street, east side of MacFarlane Street (from Sillary Street to Brookfield Street), additional
lots at the corner of MacFarlane Street with Albert Street, Brookfield Street (from
MacFarlane Street to Grey Street) and Naylor Street (from MacFarlane Street to Grey
Street).

- Expand Marire Avenue, Parr Street and Taniwha Street HHA to include some additional
properties on the east side of Taniwha Street, parts of Wye Street and Torrington Street.

- Expand the Te Aroha East HHA to include the north side of Frances Street.

- Expand the Victoria Street HHA to include part of Hood Street

- Expand the Frankton Railway Village HHA to match the boundary of the Heritage New
Zealand Pouhere Taonga ‘Frankton Junction Railway Settlement Historic Area’

The following HHAs are recommended to be deleted based on information contained in submissions: 

- Delete the Marama Street HHA due to demolition which has taken place since the original
site visits and extant certificates of compliance for the demolition of other dwellings , which
significantly impacts the integrity of the HHA.

- Delete the Oxford Street (West) HHA due to extant certificates of compliance for the
demolition of dwellings, which would significantly impact the integrity of the HHA.

Minor changes will also be recommended to reduce the area of other HHAs.  The further research 
into the representativeness of each HHA may lead to other changes being recommended at the 
hearing. 

Updated maps will be provided by way of evidence to the Hearing. 

In relation to additional HHAs proposed in Submissions: 
- Harrowfield - this area consists of post 1980 development and so is not within scope of

the study.
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Appendix 4 – Relationship of identified HHA Assessment Criteria to WRPS 10A 
Historic  and Cultural Heritage Assessment Criteria 

Extract from WRPS 2016 (updated 2018) 













 
 

ATTACHMENT 2- 

Revised HHA Boundary Maps 

 

1.  Acacia Crescent HHA 
2.  Ashbury Avenue HHA 
3.  Augusta, Casper and Roseburg Streets HHA 
4.  Casey Avenue HHA 
5.  Cattanach Street HHA 
6.  Chamberlain Place HHA 
7.  Claudelands Commercial HHA 
8.  Claudelands HHA 
9.  Fairfield Road HHA 
10.  Frankton Commerce Street HHA 
11.  Frankton East HHA 
12.  Frankton Railway Village HHA 
13.  Hamilton East HHA 
14.  Hayes Paddock HHA 
15.  Hooker Avenue HHA 
16.  Jennifer Place HHA 
17.  Lamont, Freemont, Egmont and Claremont Streets HHA 
18.  Matai, Hinau, and Rata Streets HHA 
19.  Myrtle Street and Te Aroha Street (West) HHA 
20.  Oxford Street (East) and Marshall Street HHA 
21.  Riro Street HHA 
22.  Sare Crescent HHA 
23.  Seifert Street HHA 
24.  Springfield Crescent HHA 
25.  Sunnyhills Avenue HHA 
26.  Te Aroha Street East HHA 
27.  Temple View HHA 
28.  Victoria Street HHA 
29.  Wilcox Street and Pinfold Avenue HHA 





























































 
 

ATTACHMENT 3 

Updated Figure 1: The distinctive urban landscape divisions in pre-1980 

Hamilton 

 


	1. My full name is Richard John Knott.
	2. I have worked in the areas of historic heritage, special character, urban design, visual analysis and planning since 1989.
	3. I am a full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute, Royal Town Planning Institute (Chartered Town Planner) - UK, Institute of Historic Building Conservation – UK and Institute of Highway Engineers - UK.
	4. I hold post graduate qualifications in the following areas:
	(a) Post Graduate Diploma Building Conservation, School of Conservation Sciences, Bournemouth University (2002).
	(i) This two-year post graduate course covered all areas of building conservation (historic heritage), including international building conservation theory, best practice and materials/repair.  The course was undertaken at various centres of excellenc...

	(b) Master of Arts Urban Design, University of the West of England (1995).
	(i) This three year post graduate course focused on delivering contextually appropriate design responses, though developing an understanding of the assessment of the historic heritage significance and character of areas.  This course concentrated on a...

	(c) Bachelor of Planning and BA(Hons) Town and Country Planning (1989 and 1988).
	(i) My planning degrees included significant taught elements and workshops on urban design matters including design studio projects throughout the combined four years, along with a fourth-year concentration on site design.


	5. To expand my knowledge and understanding of global best practice in historic heritage, special character and visual impact matters, I have undertaken overseas continuing professional development courses. In 2016, I attended the University of Southe...
	6. Throughout my career I have led projects relating to heritage buildings, conservation areas and special character areas.  My experience in relation to historic buildings and special character matters has included (but is not limited to):
	(a) Area wide historic heritage and conservation areas studies; identifying and designating new conservation areas/heritage areas.
	(b) Historic heritage assessments for individual buildings.
	(c) Advice to a significant number of historic heritage building owners regarding re-use, alteration and repair, ranging from medieval to post-modern buildings.
	(d) Assessment of many proposals to alter or demolish heritage buildings and buildings in conservation areas, historic heritage areas and special character areas.
	(e) Managing heritage assistance funds and assessing applications for funding.
	(f) Producing conservation plans for historic heritage buildings.
	(g) Conservation Area appraisals.
	(h) One of small group of experts authoring the English Historic Towns Forum Book of Good Practice in Shop Front Design.
	(i) Author of various conservation and heritage design guides.
	(j) Committee member IHBC Dorset Branch.
	(k) Masterplans for historic town centres most recently town centre Masterplan for Opotiki Town Centre and Featherston (ongoing).

	7. I am a Making Good Decisions Certificate Holder (since 2010 and last renewed in 2021 with Chairing Endorsement).  I have sat as Independent Planning Commissioner (panel member and/or Chair) for Hamilton City Council, Whangarei District Council, Tau...
	8. I prepared for the Hamilton City Council (HCC) the Hamilton City Historic Heritage Area Assessment dated 21 June 2022 (Original Report) which is set out at Appendix 9 to the s32 report supporting Plan Change 9 (PC9) to the Hamilton City Operative D...
	9. I attended the Planning and Heritage Session 3 – Heritage and Planning on the 17 March 2023 and signed the joint witness statement in relation to heritage and planning dated 17 March 2023 (JWS).
	10. I am familiar with the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses (Environment Court Practice Note 2023) and although I note this is a Council hearing, I agree to comply with this code. The evidence I will present is within my area of expertise, except ...
	11. My evidence will cover the following matters addressed in the Original Report and Addendum Report, and matters raised in submissions and remaining following the expert conferencing on the 17 March 2023:
	(a) The Consistency Criteria.
	(b) Heritage Themes or Periods of Development.
	(c) Further research into proposed Historic Heritage Areas (HHAs) and the adequacy of the HHA Statements in Appendix 8D of the proposed ODP provisions.
	(d) Alignment with WRPS Appendix 10A.
	(e) Revised Methodology.
	(f) The appropriateness of the assessment methodology for the assessment of commercial areas.
	(g) Reconsideration of Previous Assessments in light of Submissions and Revised Methodology.
	(h) Final List of Proposed HHAs.
	(i) Maps for Final List of Proposed HHAs.
	(j) Revisions to the relevant chapters and appendices of PC9.

	12. In my evidence I have avoided repetition of matters addressed in my Original Report and Addendum Report, and have sought to provide a summary of those reports, and a focussed response to matters raised in submissions and matters remaining outstand...
	13. I confirm that:
	(a) At all times, the ‘the need to identify whether the street, or area as a whole, was representative of a Heritage Theme which has historic heritage significance to the development of the city, was the key purpose of the original assessments contain...
	(b) The main purpose of the ‘consistency criteria’ contained within my Original Report was as a filtering exercise to objectively dismiss the majority of streets to ensure that only those streets which best displayed the physical and visual qualities ...

	14. Since preparing my Original Report I have had the benefit of peer review and additional expert input from two respected colleagues in this field, Dr Kai Gu, and Mr Robin Miller. I have reflected that additional expert input in my Addendum Report.
	15. I accept Mr Gu’s recommendation that there is benefit in moving away from the Heritage Themes identified in my Original Report, and instead adopting Development Periods which simply reflect the most significant development periods and the spatial ...
	16. I accept Mr Millers view that the initial HCC research was very broad and not specific to each of the proposed HHAs. I also accept the view of some submitters that the Statements in Appendix 8D of the proposed ODP provisions in PC9 were very short...
	17. I have therefore presented a revised two stage methodology for the identification and assessment of HHAs, to be included in Appendix 8 section 8-3.1 and 8-3.2 of the ODP.  This has added a further stage of detailed research into each proposed HHA ...
	18. I believe that the adoption of the ‘Development Period’ approach and the revised methodology better aligns with the WRPS Appendix 10A criteria for the assessment of historic heritage.
	19. In response to matters raised at the expert conferencing, I confirm that I have found that both the original methodology and revised methodology are both suitable for the assessment of both residential and commercial areas.
	20. In relation to my previous assessments, I am content that it is not necessary to reassess all of the streets not previously recommended as being included in HHAs with the revised methodology, as in general these do not display consistency in physi...
	21. Since preparing my Original Report, Mr Miller had completed research for some of the proposed HHAs as part of his Peer Review.  I have completed specific additional research for each of the other recommended HHAs and presented this in a Statement ...
	22. This process, which is reflected in the updated Appendix 8, has provided the opportunity to further consider the historic heritage significance of each proposed HHA (in line with Appendix 10A) and to establish whether they are each of at least mod...
	23. From my Original Report, for the reasons set out in my Addendum Report and below, the proposed Marama Street HHA, Oxford Street (West) HHA, Anglesea Street HHA and Jamieson Avenue HHA have be removed.
	24. In total 29 HHAs are now recommended by me for inclusion within the ODP.
	25. Updated HHA boundary maps are set out at Attachment 2 to this evidence.
	26. In addition, I have prepared updated District Plan chapters and appendices in line with the above updates and to respond to other matters raised in submission.  These have been included with the s42A report and I support that drafting for inclusio...
	TECHNICAL ANALYSIS
	‘The Consistency Criteria’

	27. The methodology used for the identification of the HHAs was the subject of many submissions and was also under discussion at the Heritage and Planning Expert Conferencing.  A number of the submissions raised concerns that the methodology was more ...
	28. The assessment criteria set out in my Original Report indicated that to be identified as a HHA an area had to pass two requirements (i.e. both requirements had to be met), that the area:
	(a) Is representative of a Heritage Theme which has historic heritage significance to the development of the city; and
	(b) Displays consistency in physical and visual qualities that are representative of their identified Heritage Theme and assessed as being at least moderate value in relation to the majority of the consistency criteria.

	29. Having reviewed my Original Report in light of submissions, I accept that I did not articulate the purpose of the second part, the ‘consistency criteria’, with sufficient clarity, and also due to the significant pages of assessment relating to the...
	30. As confirmed in my Original Report, in view of the shortcomings of desk based research for a project such as this, I personally visited every street in Hamilton which contained a majority of pre-1980 development.  This took the equivalent of eight...
	31. At all times, the ‘first test’, the need to identify whether the street, or area as a whole, was representative of a Heritage Theme which has historic heritage significance to the development of the city, was the key purpose of the exercise.
	32. However, both questions were considered concurrently, and as a result the ‘consistency criteria’ were applied to every street visited.  This generated a significant amount of data relating to the ‘consistency criteria’.
	33. The main purpose of the ‘consistency criteria’ test was to objectively assess and filter out the majority of streets to ensure that only those streets which best displayed the physical and visual qualities of the identified Heritage Themes passed ...
	34. At all times, the first test has been paramount, and if a street was not considered to be representative of a Heritage Theme which has historic heritage significance to the development of the city it was dismissed.
	Heritage Theme which has historic heritage significance to the development of the city versus three Development Periods which have historic heritage significance to the development of the City

	35. In Section 4 of my Original Report, I set out ‘Heritage Themes which have Historic Heritage Significance to the Development of the City’.  These Heritage Themes had been established in the report ‘Hamilton City Special Character Study 2020’, prepa...
	36. In light of the substantial work undertaken by Lifescapes Ltd, these established themes formed the basis of my original evaluations and assessments within the first limb of the ‘consistency criteria’.
	37. As set out in my Addendum Report, I note the advice contained in the peer review prepared by Dr Kai Gu in March 2023 and in particular the comment at page 6 that:
	38. I accept Dr Gu’s recommendation that there is benefit in moving away from simply relying on the Heritage Themes identified in my Original Report, and instead focussing on development periods which reflects the most significant development periods ...
	39. Following his review of cartographical sources and documentary records, Dr Gu has identified a three-part sequence of change in the pre-1980 urban area in Hamilton:
	(a) Pioneer Development (1860s–1880s).
	(b) Late Victorian and Edwardian and during and after inter-war growth (1890s–1940s).
	(c) Early post-war expansion (1950s–1970s).
	A map of Hamilton City which reflects these Development Periods is set out at Attachment 3 to my evidence.

	40. I support the use of these Development Periods as part of the first and second limbs of the assessment criteria. In my Addendum Report and in the preparation of the Statements (for Appendix 8D) I have relied on these Development Periods to cross c...
	41. The March 2023 peer review by Mr Robin Miller of Origin Consultants commented, at page 6, that:
	42. In addition to these observations, a number of submitters commented that the Statement for each HHA included in Appendix 8D of PC9 was too short and did not provide sufficient information regarding the historic heritage significance of each HHA.  ...
	43. I accept both the observations of Mr Miller above, and the concerns raised by submitters regarding improving the level of explanation of each HHAs heritage significance, and have reflected these factors in my recommended updated plan provisions.
	44. In response I have carried out additional specific research for each HHA and presented a statement for each HHA in broadly the same format as used in the Origin peer review report of March 2023, setting out:
	(a) Development Dates.
	(b) Confirmation of the City Extension that the HHA is located in.
	(c) Summary of Values.
	(d) Background - Historic, Cultural and Archaeological Qualities.
	(e) Buildings and Streetscape Elements - Architectural, Scientific and Technical Qualities.

	45. The revised statements for each HHA are now set out in the updated version of Schedule 8D as recommended in the s42A report.
	46. This process has provided the opportunity to further consider the historic heritage significance of each proposed HHA, and to establish that they are each of at least moderate heritage significance to the city, regionally or nationally and that th...
	47. A number of submissions raise questions as to whether the original methodology was sufficiently aligned to the WRPS Appendix 10A Historic and cultural heritage assessment criteria.  This matter was also raised at the Expert Conferencing.
	48. Whilst not explicit in my original methodology, I am confident that my consideration of whether a street/area was representative of a Heritage Theme which has historic heritage significance to the development of the city satisfactorily addressed t...
	49. However, in light of the concerns raised in the submissions I have taken a more direct approach.  I believe that the adoption of the ‘Development Period’ approach better aligns with these criteria and the further research and detailed statements d...
	50. In light of the above changes, I recommend a revised, two stage methodology, for inclusion in Appendix 8 section 8-3.1 / 8-3.2:
	Stage 1 - Site Visits and Initial Assessment:
	Stage (2) Detailed Assessment:

	51. Questions have been raised by submitters as to whether the original methodology was appropriate for the assessment of commercial areas, as the original list of proposed HHAs included mainly residential areas (with Victoria Street being the only co...
	52. The original methodology was developed to look at residential areas surrounding potential growth nodes, in response to Policy 3 of the National Policy Statement - Urban Development (NPS-UD).  The project was then extended to cover residential area...
	53. As set out in the Themes and Issues report and in my Addendum Report, submitters have requested the deletion of HHAs, revisions to new HHAs and additional HHAs.  In addition, the preparation of a revised methodology which incorporates Development ...
	54. I consider that it is not necessary to reassess all of the streets not previously recommended as being included in HHAs, as in general these do not display consistency in physical and visual qualities that are representative of any of the new iden...
	55. Subsequent to my Addendum Report, I have completed ‘Stage 2 – Detailed Assessment’ for each previously recommended HHA.  This includes detailed assessment of both the Frankton Commercial Centre and Claudelands Commercial Centre HHAs which had been...
	56. I also note that in my Addendum Report I recommended the deletion of two previously proposed HHAs:
	(a) Marama Street HHA; due to demolition which has taken place since the original site visits and extant certificates of compliance for the demolition of other dwellings, which significantly impacts the integrity of the HHA;
	(b) Oxford Street (West) HHA; due to extant certificates of compliance for the demolition of dwellings, which would significantly impact the integrity of the HHA.

	57. Having carried out the further research and having revisited the Origin Peer Review, I have also recommended that the Anglesea Street HHA and Jamieson Avenue HHA be removed, in part due to their small size and the likely impact of any change upon ...
	58. I also note the observations of Dr Gu regarding the town belt, and its heritage significance in the Hamilton City context. I agree that it could warrant recognition as an HHA, but doubt there would be scope to address this, as no submitter has rai...
	59. It is recommended that all other proposed HHAs remain.
	60. Following the Stage 2 – Detailed Assessment, the following HHAs are recommended:
	61. A series of maps is provided in Attachment 2 confirming the boundary for each of the above proposed HHAs.  The final boundary for each HHA will be transferred to the District Plan boundary maps.  To ensure that there are no inconsistencies or conf...
	62. Various updates have been made to the PC9 proposed chapters and appendices to address matters raised in this evidence and to respond to other submissions.  These revised drafting of the relevant chapters and appendices were included with the s42A ...
	63. The key changes made to these provisions include:
	(a) In Chapter 19:
	(i) Revised Purpose for HHAs
	(ii) Revised Objectives and Policies
	(iii) Revised Activity Status Table
	(iv) Revised Standards

	(b) Appendix 8
	(i) Revised Sections 8-3.1 and 8-3.2 including ‘Development Periods which have Historic Heritage Significance to the Development of the City’ and ‘Methodology for Identification and Assessment of HHAs’.  ‘Figure 1: The distinctive urban landscape divi...
	(ii) Revised Schedule 8D – providing a full Statement for each HHA, including details of:

	(c) 1.1 – Definitions and Terms.  The removal of the definition for Historic Heritage Areas (to instead rely upon the definition of Historic Heritage in the RMA)
	(d) 1.3 – Assessment Criteria.  Specific assessment criteria for HHAs, responding to the revised Activity Status Table.

	64. Having worked through matters raised in submissions and the matters outstanding following the expert conferencing for Heritage and Planning on 17 March 2023, I have recommended revised provisions for inclusion in the District Plan. These revisions...
	65. These revised provisions include an updated methodology for the identification and assessment of HHAs in Hamilton.
	66. Having worked through this process, and considered the revised methodology, I recommend 29 HHAs, each supported by a full Statement of significance.
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