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INTRODUCTION

1. My full name is Robin Alexander Keith Miller.

2. | am the Director of Origin Consultants Ltd; an Arrowtown and Dunedin-
based practice specialising in heritage architecture, heritage conservation,

building surveying, and archaeology.

3. | am a Chartered and Registered Building Surveyor and a Royal Institution
of Chartered Surveyors (RICS) Certified Historic Building Professional. |
have a Diploma in Architectural Technology and hold a Licenced Building
Practitioner Design Level 2 qualification. | have a Postgraduate Diploma in
Building (Heritage) Conservation from the College of Estate Management,
University of Reading, England (2002-2004). | am a full member of ICOMOS

New Zealand and of the Institute of Historic Building Conservation, UK.

4, My area of expertise is heritage conservation. | have over 30 years’
experience as a Chartered Surveyor and, for about the last 19 years, | have
specialised in heritage conservation; the last 13 years being in New
Zealand. My day-to-day work involves the preparation of conservation
plans, heritage assessments and heritage impact assessments, together
with condition surveys, building reports, schedules of works, maintenance
reports and architectural drawings and specifications. Since completing my
Postgraduate Diploma in 2004, | have undertaken heritage conservation
areas reviews in East London and Staffordshire as part of a small team
working for one of my former employers. In my time in New Zealand, | have
prepared heritage area assessments for the Queenstown Lakes District

Council and heritage guidelines for Invercargill City Council.

5. In December 2022, | was approached by Hamilton City Council (HCC) and
asked if | would carry out a peer review assessment of Mr. Richard Knott’s
report titled ‘Hamilton City Council: Hamilton City Historic Heritage Areas

Assessment,” dated 21 June 2022. In essence, my instructions, which were



finalised in January 2023, were to undertake a review of the report, which
included a critique of the methodology applied with reference to
international best practice and an impartial analysis of a sample of eight of
the proposed Historic Heritage Areas (HHAs). The sample was selected by

HCC.

| carried out site visits to these proposed HHAs over two days in February
this year. My report is dated 6 March 2023 and is set out at Attachment 1

to my evidence.

| also took part in the expert conferencing event on 17 March 2023 and
confirm my agreement to the content of the Joint Witness Statement but
noting that my participation was limited to matters covered in my peer

review.

CODE OF CONDUCT

| am familiar with the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses (Environment
Court Practice Note 2023) and although | note this is a Council hearing, |
agree to comply with this code. The evidence | will present is within my
area of expertise, except where | state that | am relying on information
provided by another party. | have not knowingly omitted facts or

information that might alter or detract from opinions | express.

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

9.

The purpose of this evidence is not to restate matters that are already
contained in reports or that have not been identified as controversial
following expert conferencing. Rather it is to highlight significant points
made in my peer review assessment and to address significant matters in
contention arising from submissions or any matters of disagreement

between experts.



10.

11.

As stressed above, the scope of my 6 March 2023 report was limited to a
review of the methodology applied in Mr. Knott’s 21 June 2022
assessment, an outline of international best practice, and an independent

assessment of a sample of eight of the proposed HHAs.

Reviewing the proposed Plan Change 9 (PC9) provisions did not form part
of my brief from HCC. As such, | do not comment on the updated PC9

provisions in my evidence.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

12.

13.

14.

| have concluded that the approach undertaken in Mr. Knott’s assessment
generally aligns with the approach put forward by international best
practice. In my peer review, | have referred to best practice for the
conservation of historic towns and urban areas, conservation areas and
modern houses from organisations such as ICOMOS, Historic England and
the Institute of Historic Building Conservation. Summarising the approach
recommended by Historic England, the stages should comprise
‘identification’, ‘appraisal’ and ‘evaluation’. | can recognise these steps in

the work undertaken by Mr. Knott.

| have reviewed a sample of eight proposed HHAs and, overall, agreed in
principle with the recommendation that these areas be included in PC9 as
HHAs. My review has included detailed research into the development of
each of the eight HHAs and | consider that they have local significance with
the exception of one, Hayes Paddock, which has regional (potential

national) significance.

| have raised a query over the significance of two of the HHAs — Anglesea
Street and Jamieson Crescent. In the case of Anglesea Street, |
recommended that the southern-most (1950s) section/dwelling should be

removed from the boundary of the proposed HHA. Due to the proposed



15.

16.

size of the HHA, | also feel that this proposed HHA is one of the weaker

candidates with the sample | have reviewed.

Similarly, with regard to Jamieson Crescent, | have noted the very small size
of the proposed HHA and questioned whether the site history, and ‘story’,
behind these four buildings are sufficient to justify their inclusion in the list

of proposed HHAs.

Finally, | have included in my evidence below my view on a query that was
raised during the expert conferencing event on 17 March 2023. This query
appears in para. 3.4.1.2 and relates at least in part to my peer review of
Mr. Knott’s approach. The query is ‘John [Mr. Brown] raised a concern that
the approach adopted for PC9 did not start with the existing [WRPS 10A &
District Plan 8-1.2] criteria. My response to this query is that, effectively,
Mr. Knott’s approach has started with the WRPS 10A [now APP7] & District
Plan 8-1.2 criteria, where they are relevant to HHAs (as opposed to
individual historic buildings and structures). | shall explain my response in
more detail later, but | think Mr. Knott has covered the relevant criteria in
his approach, but presented the information in a format that is more in

keeping with current best practice ideas for historic heritage areas.

TECHNICAL REPORT/ANALYSIS

17.

18.

The designation of historic urban areas has been recognised internationally
since the 1980s, with recent guidance also highlighting the vulnerability of
more recent historic periods. Twentieth century development is often the
most undervalued and vulnerable period of development. It is increasingly
at risk of demolition and major alteration due to the perception that more
recent development does not have heritage value. A lack of ‘time-depth’
does not necessarily mean that an area or building is of no heritage

significance.

In my report, | consider that Mr. Knott’s assessment broadly aligns with

international best practice and guidance related to the assessment and



19.

20.

protection of heritage areas. Mr. Knott has adopted an approach that has
involved identifying areas that are associated with key periods in the
development of Hamilton and has simultaneously appraised the value and
representativeness (integrity) of these areas. In line with international best
practice, the focus of this appraisal has been on the visual consistency of
defined areas; prioritising the visible integrity, consistency, and
representativeness of the area’s remaining historic features and aesthetic
appeal of the area. The focus has been on identifying the physical and
visible elements of the historic form, including the street pattern/layout,
topography, lot layout and density, architectural and built forms, and
street frontage treatments, while also evaluating the representativeness

(remaining integrity) of the identified development period.

Applying international best practice in a New Zealand context also requires
the application of the definition of ‘historic heritage’ provided in the
Resource Management Act 1991, which includes historic areas that
“contribute to an understanding and appreciation of New Zealand’s history
and cultures” deriving from archaeological, architectural, cultural, historic,
scientific, or technological values. As part of my report, | recommended
that additional evaluation be carried out into each of the historic heritage
areas identified in Mr. Knott’s assessment, focusing on each area’s

architectural and historic value to the city.

A sample of eight proposed HHAs were reviewed as part of my report. In
my view, the proposed HHAs that formed part of this sample had a strong
sense of visual cohesion and architectural consistency. Additional research
was undertaken into the historical associations and architectural features
of each area. This research confirmed the origins and development of each
area. While there was some variation in reasoning and suggestions to
adjust boundaries, overall, | have agreed in principle with Mr. Knott’s
recommendation that these eight areas be included as HHAs in PC9. | have
gueried the heritage values of two of the proposed HHAs, Anglesea Street

and Jamieson Crescent, and consider the former to be the weakest



candidate for HHA designation. | understand Mr Knott has reviewed these
proposed HHAs in light of my peer review and they are no longer

recommended by him.

RESPONSE TO EXPERT CONFERENCING QUERY

21.

22.

23.

In para. 3.4.1.2 of the Joint Witness Statement Mr. John Brown raised a
concern that the approach adopted by Mr. Knott for PC9 did not start with
the existing WRPS 10A & District Plan 8-1.2 criteria.

My view on this is that these criteria have been prepared with individual
heritage buildings and structures in mind rather than larger heritage areas.
Any appraisal of heritage areas against these criteria would need to weed
out the criteria that are not specifically relevant to ‘areas’. Mr. Knott’s
assessment has achieved the same result but has used mapping of the
development areas of the city (and subsequent walking of the streets) to
identify these larger areas. He has then correctly made an appraisal of
them and evaluated by a system scoring them for ‘representativeness’ for
which the District Plan (and international best practice) uses the term

‘integrity’.

Accordingly, | think the same criteria have effectively been covered but Mr.
Knott has used a best international practice format for heritage areas
recognising that they require a manageable and cost-effective means of
identification rather than trying to fit them into a similar framework that is

more designed towards individual buildings or structures.

UPDATED PC9 PROVISIONS

24.

As noted above, reviewing the proposed PC9 provisions did not form part
of my initial brief from the HCC. As such, | have not commented on the

updated PC9 provisions in my evidence.



CONCLUSION

25. In my view, the methodology applied in Mr. Knott’s assessment represents
international best practice. On the basis of the sample examined, | agree in
principle that these eight areas be included as HHAs in PC9 (but noting the

limitations of Anglesea Street and Jamieson Crescent).

26. In the United Kingdom, there are examples of interesting 20" century
developments and architecture that have been demolished without their
heritage value being recognised. Within Hamilton, there have been areas
of change within the HHAs since Mr Knott’s assessment in June 2022: some
dwellings that contributed to the heritage significance of the area have
been demolished. It is clear from the site visits that the proposed HHAs are
vulnerable to change. There is an opportunity to act now to identify and
protect significant 20t century heritage areas in Hamilton from demolition

or unsympathetic development.

Robin Alexander Keith Miller
14 April 2023
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