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INTRODUCTION

1. My full name is Richard John Knott.

2. My qualifications and experience are as set out in paragraphs 2 to 7 of my
primary statement of evidence dated 14 April 2023 (primary evidence).

3. lreconfirm that | have read and am familiar with the Code of Conduct for

Expert Witnesses in the Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and | agree

to comply with it.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

4.

The purpose of this rebuttal statement of evidence, provided on behalf of
Hamilton City Council (HCC) as Plan Change 9 (PC9) proponent, is to
respond to matters regarding Historic Heritage Areas (HHAS) raised in the

expert evidence lodged for submitters.

| have broken my responses into two main sections:

a)  Submitter evidence regarding methodology; and

b)  Submitter evidence regarding other matters. This includes

submissions regarding specific HHAs, provisions etc.

| note that Mr Brown (for Kainga Ora) has referred to the HHA evaluation
prepared for the PUhoi township HHA, Auckland. | purposely make no
comment on that evaluation as | am a member of the Independent

Hearings Panel on the relevant plan change (Auckland PC81).

RESPONSES TO SUBMITTER EVIDENCE REGARDING METHODOLOGY

7.

In summary, Messrs Brown, Campbell and Thode and Dr McEwan raised

matters relating to:



a) Whether the methodology appropriately reflects the Waikato

Regional Policy Statement (WRPS) Appendix 10A assessment criteria;

b)  Whether the identified development periods are too broad brush;

and

c) Whether the assessments are sufficiently full in their coverage and

content to establish the historic heritage values of the area.

Each of these is addressed in turn.

Notwithstanding the matters raised by Messrs Brown, Campbell and Thode
and Dr McEwan, | note that Mr Bogdonovic’s evidence on behalf of
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (Heritage NZ) states at paragraph

14:

| also agree with Richard Knott’s methodology of assessment criteria
based on specific representative ‘Development Periods’ and that the
specific area displays consistency in physical and visual qualities in
terms of criteria based on street/block layout, street design, lot size,
dimensions and development density, lot layout, topography and
green structure, architecture and building typologies and street
frontage treatments. | concur with Richard Knott’s point that the
criteria should considered at street, group of streets or block level as
appropriate.

Whether the methodology appropriately reflects the WRPS Appendix 10A

assessment criteria

10.

Mr Brown appears to have misunderstood the whole purpose of identifying
the HHAs, and the use of the development periods, in his statement at

paragraph 5.13 that:

Within the broad periods selected, essentially any building would be
representative of the period in which it was built, regardless of
heritage values. In my opinion, the WRPS criteria as a whole could
provide the finer grain which establishes the ‘why’, particularly
through consideration of the assessment of ‘Historic Qualities’ and
‘Associative Value’ where: The place or area has a direct association
with, or relationship to, a person, group, institution, event or activity
that is of historical significance to Waikato or the nation.



11.

12.

13.

14.

The purpose of the HHAs is not to identify individual buildings, but to
identify areas which are representative of the development periods.
Individual buildings do not necessarily have historic heritage value in their
own right, but do so as part of the collective whole, as part of an area which
is illustrative of the three-part sequence of change in the pre-1980 urban
area in Hamilton. The use of the consistency criteria ensures that the most
consistent areas were identified and then assessed in detail. Whilst
individual HHAs have their own historic qualities and associative values,
they are also the best remaining examples to illustrate the three-part

sequence of change.

The WRPS 10A Historic and Cultural Heritage Assessment Criteria have
been prepared for the specific purpose of identifying new items for the
Regional Heritage Inventory; they stem from Policy 10.1 Implementation

Method 10.1.3, which states:

10.1.3 Identification and assessment

The Regional Heritage Inventory shall identify known sites, structures,
areas, landscapes or places of historic or cultural heritage that require
protection from inappropriate subdivision, use and development for
inclusion in relevant regional or district plans. In doing so regard shall
be had to the Heritage New Zealand register of historic places, historic
areas and waahi tapu areas. The criteria provided in section 10A shall
form the basis of any new assessment of historic and cultural heritage.
(emphasis added)

The WRPS does not state that these specific assessment criteria must be
directly embedded into the Hamilton District Plan, although it is clearly
important that any criteria utilised in the District Plan gives effect to the

WRPS provisions.

| am confident that the methodology utilised for the identification of HHAs,
which was based on consideration of whether a street/area was
representative of a Development Period which has historic heritage
significance to the development of the city, is consistent with, and gives

effect to the Appendix 10A criteria. As set out in paragraphs 48 and 49 of



15.

16.

17.

18.

my primary evidence, | consider that the assessments have satisfactorily

addressed the matters included in Appendix 10A.

| note that all of the example assessments provided by Mr Brown and Dr
McEwan all include tables where each Historic, Cultural and Archaeological
Qualities, Architectural, Scientific and Technical Qualities criteria are
individually addressed. | do not consider that to not include such a table,
or similar, is an indication that such issues have not been considered. Such

consideration was inherent in my work.

As noted by Mr Miller in his rebuttal evidence (paragraph 14), in carrying
out the assessments it was clear that criteria relating to historic quality and
architectural quality were of greatest relevance to heritage areas and as a

result, the HHA Statements do focus most greatly on these matters.

Notwithstanding this, | do not agree with Messrs Campbell and Thode’s

assertion at paragraph 4.8 that:

...in the context of identification of an ‘area’, the reference to being
‘representative’ is to ensure a sufficient grouping of buildings of a
similar architectural style and form from a particular period.

As noted in the HHA Statements, for some HHAs their development over
time, evolution over time or initial diversity of house designs is an
important element of their heritage value (this is a matter raised in the
evidence of Ms Laura Kellaway for Waikato Heritage Group & Laura

Kellaway), for instance:

a)  Whilst the Claudelands Commercial HHA is identified as having
heritage significance as a clear representation of the Late Victorian
and Edwardian and during and after inter-war growth (1890 to 1949)
development periods, the HHA Statement confirms that the
continued evolution of the area to meet changing needs also

contributes to its heritage significance.



19.

b) The Hamilton East HHA is identified as locally and regionally
significant as an important example of Hamilton’s Pioneer
Development (1860 to 1889) development period, as originally

developed and as consolidated over time.

In instances such as this it is inevitable that there will be a diversity of

architectural styles and form.

Whether the identified development periods are too broad brush

20.

21.

22.

Mr Brown questions whether the identified development periods are too
broad brush and whether they strongly connect with the local story of

Hamilton or its specific neighbourhood history.

Dr Gu responds to this matter in his rebuttal evidence.

In my opinion, the identified Development Periods each relate to periods
where it can be seen from examination of maps and on the ground that the
overall form and structure of the area exhibits common features which are
distinct from the other Development Periods. These common features are
set out in Appendix 8, 8-3.1. The fact that a range of buildings of different
architectural types/forms may have been developed within that
development period is of less relevance. Any further division of the periods
beyond those currently proposed would be artificial and not respect the

three clearly defined development periods.

Whether the assessments are sufficiently full in their coverage and content to

establish the historic heritage values of the area

23.

The example assessments provided by Mr Brown and Dr McEwan are very
lengthy. | consider that recording extensive history, for instance regarding
every previous owner before subdivision took place, or of each individual
building may be appropriate to track the development and subsequent
evolution of an individual building but adds little to the understanding of

the historic heritage significance of an area as an example of a



24,

25.

26.

Development Periods which has Historic Heritage Significance to the

development of Hamilton.

| consider that, contrary to the view of Mr Brown and Dr McEwan, such
long assessments/statements provide so much information that it is often
difficult for an owner or their specialist to easily identify those features of
the area which make the greatest contribution to the historic heritage

values of the area.

When working as a historic heritage expert for private clients, | often find
that | need to spend time working through the lengthy descriptions for
HHAs in other district plans, to assimilate the information and form my own
view as to the most significant values of the area. The shorter, more
focused Statements provided for the proposed HHAs allow owners and
practitioners to more easily identify those features of the area which make

the greatest contribution to the historic heritage values of the area.

| believe that it is a case of less is more, and that the critical values to guide
development within each HHA are sufficiently identified to enable planning
judgements to be made at the consenting stage. | accept that there are
some district plans that take a more granular approach, some identifying
characteristics of individual sites within an HHA for example. This added
granularity and layer of information can reduce the need for planning
judgements and enable certain activities to be permitted on a site by site
basis. | consider there are costs and benefits to either approach, but
ultimately | prefer the level of detail as set out in the draft provisions

attached to the s 42A report.

OTHER SUBMISSION POINTS

Response to Matters Raised by Witnesses for Niall Baker

Ms Kellaway — assessment of Fairview Downs (supported by historic research by

Ms Williams)



27.

28.

Whilst Ms Kellaway’s evidence included a complete copy of her assessment
against the consistency criteria, | note that she has added one point for
representativeness to her overall scores. This deviates from my original
scoring where the overall score was a sum of the consistency scoring only.
If Ms Kellaway’s scores are added as | did in my assessment the area still

falls below the consistency criteria threshold.

On this basis, | remain of the opinion that Fairview Downs (or parts thereof)

should not be identified as a HHA.

Response to Matters Raised by Witnesses for Scott Bicknell

Dr McEwan — that 24 Te Aroha Street should not be included in the Myrtle Street

and Te Aroha Street (West) HHA

29.

Whilst I note Dr McEwan’s evidence, | remain of the opinion that the Myrtle
Street and Te Aroha Street (West) HHA should not be removed and that 24
Te Aroha Street should remain part of this as it contributes to the area as
an area of speculative housing initially planned when outside of the
Borough in the Pioneer Development (1860 to 1889) development period
and constructed in the Late Victorian and Edwardian and during and after

the inter-war growth (1890 to 1949) development period.

Response to Matters Raised by Witnesses for Heritage Fonterra

Mr Chrisp — regarding the requirement for Heritage Impact Assessments

30.

Mr Chrisp notes that Fonterra opposed the requirement for the provision
of a Heritage Impact Assessment as part of any resource consent
application for works in an HHA on the basis that it is unnecessary, and that
if someone holds an Authority from Heritage NZ to modify or destroy an
archaeological site then no further assessment (or resource consent)

should be required under the District Plan.



31.

This second point appears to go wider than the original submission. In
addition, the Fonterra Te Rapa site, which seems to be the focus of the
submission is not within a proposed HHA (but does contain archaeological
sites). In view of this, | do not recommend any further changes to the

proposed provisions.

Response to Matters Raised by Witnesses for Frankton East Residents’ Group

Ms Williams — General Matters

32.

In response to Ms Williams’ suggestion that there be a peer review of the
summary histories and that the base of the PC9 Historic Heritage map is
amended, and that incorporation of the cultural heritage layers is
important, | note that the updated methodology (Appendix 8, 8-3.1)
utilises Development Periods which have Historic Heritage Significance to
the Development of the City. This change has removed much of the other
information regarding the history and development of Hamilton (as a
whole) from the Appendix and replaced it with a simple summary of the
Development Periods and the main characteristic of each of these. |
consider that this is more helpful to future applicants than a longer history
of Hamilton (and the role of Frankton). On that basis | do not consider that

the peer review or updated map is required.

Ms Williams - Frankton East HHA

33.

34.

Whilst Ms Williams supports the extension and change of name of this
area, she believes that finer detailing of the contributing elements,
buildings and structures is important as the area includes associated
workshops, historic fencing, and other historic built landscape and modern

buildings and structures which should be identified.

As set out in my response to other submissions, | have found in practice as

a consultant to owners, that more information within the HHA Statement



35.

36.

does not necessarily lead to a clearer understanding of the values of the
area (it is hard to ‘see the wood from the trees’). No matter how much

information is required there will inevitably be something missed.

In view of this, and for the reasons set out above at paragraph 26 | do not
agree that further additions and updates are needed to the HHA

Statement.

| do recognise the positive contribution that design and management
guidance can provide. While the production of this is not a matter within
scope of this plan change, it may be a resource that HCC develops to assist

in the administration of the district plan.

Ms Williams - Frankton Commercial HHA - Potential Extension and incorporation

of View Shaft

37.

38.

39.

40.

Whilst | recognise the historic significance of the Gosling Building and of
High Street, the building is remote from the Commerce Street area, being
separated by other sites, one being a fenced open yard and the other
having a single storey building on it. As such it does not read as being
connected to Commerce Street. In addition, it is proposed that the building
be identified as a historic heritage building in its own right. Confirmation
of this would ensure the long-term protection of the building and secure

its contribution to the local area in general.

The former railway land is being developed. This development will reduce
its historic values and also disrupt the viewshaft along the alignment of the

former vehicular/pedestrian level crossing.

In view of the above, | do not support the extension of the HHA or the

identification of the viewshaft.

As noted above, | agree that it would be useful to introduce design guides

for this and other HHAs, to assist with the design and assessment of new
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development. This would need to be a matter for HCC to programme into

its budgets.

Response to Matters Raised by Witnesses for Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga

Ms McAlley — Assessment Criteria at 1.3, E10c

41.

42.

43.

Paragraphs 13 to 15: Assessment criterion 1.3-E10c is a matter to be
considered when assessing the demolition or relocation of a building off
the site and requires consideration to be given to whether there is a
consent and a contract in place for a replacement building. The purpose is
to ensure that where it is considered that the removal/demolition of a
building would otherwise not have adverse effects on the heritage values
of the area, that a site does not remain vacant if this vacancy itself would

have adverse effects on the heritage values of the HHA.

In view of this confusion, it is suggested that the E10 assessment criteria
be reordered, the current E10c be moved to be the last criterion (E10e) and

reworded to:

Where it is determined that the building’s demolition or relocation off
the site would not in itself have an adverse effect on the historic heritage
values of the area, but the creation of an empty site could have an
adverse effect on the historic heritage values of the area, whether there
is a consent in place for the replacement of the demolished dwelling or
commercial building and whether a contract is let for the construction
of this.

(Additions underlined).

The suggested alteration to the first sentence of the group of assessment
criteria is accepted in part in so much as Ms McAlley has mistakenly
referred to ‘removal off site’ rather than ‘relocation off site’, which more
correctly references the relevant items in the Activity Status table (at

19.3.2). | recommend that it should therefore be altered to read:

E10 For demolition or relocation off the site, the effects of the
demolition or relocation off the site of the building on the historic
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heritage values of the area, with reference to the Statement for the
HHA:

Ms McAlley — Policy 19.2.4b (previously Policy 19.2.4a)

44,

Paragraphs 16 to 18: | agree with Ms McAlley that cumulative adverse
effects on heritage values should be avoided, but recognise that this may
in some limited instances be impractical. Making the avoidance policy an
absolute requirement does not accord with the discretionary activity status
for many of the activities within an HHA. A balance is needed. To that end

| recommend that Policy 19.2.4b be reworded to read:

19.2.4b Cumulative adverse effects on the heritage values of HHAs are
avoided wherever practicable and otherwise minimised.

Ms McAlley and Mr Bogdonovic — Frankton Railway Village HHA - Retention of
51A Rifle Range Road within the HHA

45.

46.

Paragraphs 20-25: Ms McAlley has identified a discrepancy between my
evidence and the s42A report. Both she and Mr Bogdonovic indicate that

the site should remain in the HHA.

I confirm my opinion that whilst a certificate of compliance has been
granted for the removal of the existing dwelling on the site, the site should
remain within the HHA to ensure that any future development on the site
does not detract in form, design and scale from the important recognised
values of this HHA and to provide continuity with the HNZPT Frankton

Junction Railway Settlement Historic Area.

Ms McAlley — Frankton Railway Village HHA - HNZPT as Affected Party

47.

HNZPT seeks recognition in the district plan that it be consulted as an
affected party for any land use proposals within this HHA. This is on the
basis that this would give a consistency of conservation advice and
information in relation to this HHA at the time of consenting given HNZPT

has had the historic heritage area recognised since 1994.
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While | consider there is likely to be benefit in maintaining this consistency,
| do not agree that consultation should be made mandatory. Whether the
applicant has consulted with HNZPT is a matter for the applicant, with
there being obvious benefits to the applicant in confirming effective
consultation has occurred. However, the standard s95 notification
requirements should determine whether any party is entitled to lodge a

submission on the application.

Response to Matters Raised by Witnesses for Kainga Ora

Mr Liggett

49.

50.

51.

Paragraph 1.3: Mr Liggett’s evidence summarises many of the matters
addressed by Messrs Brown, Campbell and Thode. | address many of these
in relation to my response to Mr Brown and Mr Campbell as set out above

and below.

| note that in paragraph 1.3 Mr Liggett states that “Kainga Ora is generally
supportive of the protection of historic heritage as a matter of national
importance under section 6 of the Resource Management Act (“the Act” or

IIRMA Il) Il'

My understanding is that Kainga Ora, as a state sector organisation, are
obligated to support initiatives to publicly recognise the values of cultural
heritage that they manage, by reason of Policy 9 of Policy for Government
Management of Cultural Heritage Places (Manatld Taonga Ministry of

Culture and Heritage, 2022). In full, this states:

9. Support proposals to protect cultural heritage

Government agencies will support initiatives to publicly recognise the
values of cultural heritage they manage. For example:

° inclusion on a regional or district plan heritage schedule

° listing under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014
as a National Historic Landmark, wahi tapu, wahi tGpuna, historic
place or historic area

° inscription as a World Heritage site.
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(emphasis added)

Messrs Brown, Campbell and Thode — Inconsistency with Earlier Assessments

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

Paragraph 4.2: Mr Brown suggests that there were two main studies
carried out for HCC in response to the National Policy Statement on Urban

Development (NPS-UD). There were actually three studies carried out:

a) My original report;

b)  Hamilton City Special Character Study — Lifescapes 2020; and

c) Hamilton City Review of Existing Character Areas — Lifescapes 2021.

Mr Brown appears to recognise this in paragraph 4.5 of his evidence where
he refers to a ‘second phase’ of work and in paragraphs 4.6 and 4.7 where
he refers to the study area and recommendations which are from the

second Lifescapes report.

The purpose of the Lifescapes report set out by Mr Brown in his paragraph
4.11 is taken from the 2020 report. The stated purpose of the 2021 report

was different:

This report re-focuses on HCC's existing SCZs that are identified in the
ODP Chapter 5. It provides a review of their coverage and boundaries,
assessment of their historic character qualities, and recommendations
regarding how they are identified and managed going forward. Its
purpose is to contribute to Council’s preparations for giving effect to
the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD).

My report was not a continuation of the Lifescapes work, although | was

provided the Lifescapes reports as background information.

However as set out in paragraphs 35 and 36 of my primary evidence, in
light of the substantial work undertaken by Lifescapes Ltd, | adopted the
Heritage Themes that had been established in the 2020 report as part of

my evaluation methodology.
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| did so after carefully considering the applicability of these themes to an
assessment of HHAs. | was content to adopt these Heritage Themes as,
having explored the 2021 report, | considered that whilst the reports used
the terms ‘Special Character Area’ (2020 report) and ‘Historic Character
Area’ (2021 report), there was a clear cross over between what Lifescapes

were referring to as Historic Character and Historic Heritage:

Finally, a comment on the use of the term “Historic Character” area
rather than the existing “Special Residential” subset of the ODP
Chapter 5. This proposed change is to highlight and clarify that the key
distinctiveness of these areas is their historic attributes — settlement
period, historic architecture, historically-established urban structure,
green structure etc., and that this is the basis for their identification
and particularised management in the ODP. It seeks to make the
purpose for their retention as distinctive areas clear, which will in turn
assist in forming a robust basis for future retention under the

requirements of the NPS-UD.!

(emphasis added)

Messrs Brown, Campbell and Thode — Section 8 — Provisions

58.

59.

60.

Paragraph 8.2: | accept Mr Brown’s suggested rewording for Objective

19.2.4 and Policy 19.2.4a.

Paragraphs 8.4-8.8: Mr Brown suggests that fences up to 1.2m forward of
the building line should be a permitted activity in all HHAs as this can
maintain the values of the HHAs. | consider that this broad-brush
statement ignores the specific historic heritage values of the individual

HHAs, as established in the Statements at Appendix 8D.

Based upon my experience working in historic heritage and urban design, |
have identified in the revised Appendix 8D that open frontages are a
significant historic heritage feature of a number of the proposed HHAs. The
erection of any fence along the front site boundary would have a significant
effect on the recognised values of these HHAs. It is therefore important, if
these HHAs are to be protected from inappropriate development, that

there is control over new fences forward of the buildings in these HHAs.

1 Hamilton City Review of Existing Character Areas 2021, Lifescapes (Carolyn Hill), page 12
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The revised rule 19.3.2(h) has therefore been prepared to address this
issue and has been drafted to apply only to those HHAs where existing

frontages make a contribution to the values of the HHA.

Given that open frontages are a fundamental feature of these HHAs, |
cannot accept Mr Brown’s suggestion “that this can reasonably be
managed through a permitted activity standard controlling fence heights
above 1.2m and specified fencing typologies that are appropriate to the
heritage area”. Only in one instance have | identified that the matter
relates to design/materials (Frankton Railway Village HHA). Seeking to
control detailed design and materials in that instance would result in overly
complex rules, and | therefore consider that it is appropriate to include this
HHA within the group where consent is required for any fence forward of

the building.

Messrs Brown, Campbell and Thode — Heritage Impact Statements

62.

Paragraphs 8.9-8.15: In relation to the need for all resource consents within
an HHA to be accompanied by a Heritage Impact Assessment, | accept Mr
Brown’s suggestion that a proviso could also be added so that this
requirement might be waived at the discretion of the planning officer,
where it is patently apparent that adverse effects will not arise from a
proposal. | also emphasise that nowhere in the proposed plan provisions
does it state that the Heritage Impact Assessment must be prepared by a
heritage expert. | consider that for some applications, the context will
require it. But for many applications for land uses within an HHA, this
assessment can be prepared by a suitably qualified planner, who will be
sufficiently capable of assessing the impacts of the proposal against the
heritage values identified for any particular HHA and addressing the

checklist of information required under Rule 1.2.2.8.
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Mr Brown — Definitions of Settings and Surrounds

63.

| understand these definitions were developed by HCC principally in
relation to the built heritage topic within PC9, and will be explored in detail
in the second hearing scheduled for November 2023. While | see no issue
with Mr Brown’s proposed wording, | do not consider the definitions

directly relevant to the HHA assessments.

Response to Matters Raised by Witness for K’aute Pacifika Trust

Dr McEwan — Frankton Commercial Centre HHA

64.

65.

66.

Dr McEwan is critical of what she describes as a ‘paucity of supporting
evidence for each of the HHAS'. | reject that description of the evidence,
both in respect of the materials that support the scheduling of the HHAs,
and in the materials to support the resource consenting process. For the
reasons identified above, | consider that there is sufficient information now
embedded within the proposed provisions to enable the proper
preparation and evaluation of Heritage Impact Assessments required to
support proposed land uses within HHAs. | consider the Christchurch City
HHA example she provides bears out my point that there can be so much
information that discerning what is critical becomes an unnecessarily
onerous task.

Dr McEwan’s comments regarding the significance of the Late Victorian
and Edwardian and during and after inter-war growth (1890 to 1949)

development period are considered above.

Paragraph 17: | note Dr McEwan’s comment that contrary to the statement
in my original assessment that the section of Commerce Street between
Kent Street and High Street “remains relatively unaltered, illustrates
consistency and is still representative of the historic establishment and

evolution of the local centre” that buildings on both sides of Commerce
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Street, including that owned by the K'aute Pasifika Trust, have been

modernised or replaced.

67. Subsequent to my original assessment, attached to my Addendum report,
| have prepared a Statement for the Frankton Commercial Centre HHA.

This provides greater detail and states that:

The two storey 1929 Frankton Hotel, in the same location as the hotel
shown on the 1915 survey, remains at the corner of Commerce Street
with High Street, along with the 1923 Former Frankton Junction Supply
Stores on the opposite corner at 245 Commerce Street. Other historic
single storey shop units, with tall parapets above verandahs are
located at Puna’s Building (221-229), 205 and 212-216 Commerce
Street, with other more recent shop buildings and the former Post
Office occupying the remainder of the frontages from High Street to
Kent Street. Apart from 217 Commerce Street, these are single storey.
The building at 217 appears modified at ground floor, but contains full
width glazing at first floor, typical of the 1960s period.

68. Notwithstanding Dr McEwan’s evidence, | remain of the opinion that, as

set out in the Statement for the HHA:

The area illustrates the historic significance of Frankton as a Borough
and the important role that Frankton and the Frankton Railway
Junction have made to the history and growth of Hamilton. The grid
street pattern laid out across the town centre and local area along with
the Frankton Hotel, Former Frankton Junction Supply Stores, Puna’s
Building and other single storey shop buildings with parapets, are
typical of the Late Victorian and Edwardian and during and after inter-
war growth (1890 to 1949) development period. The more recent shop
buildings, illustrate the continued evolution of the area to serve the
needs of its local community.

The HHA is considered to have at least moderate local heritage
significance as a remaining example of a commercial area developed
in the Late Victorian and Edwardian and during and after inter-war
growth (1890 to 1949) development period.

Response to Matters Raised by Witnesses for Waikato Heritage Group & Laura

Kellaway

Mr Adam — Heritage Landscape Assessment Review

69. Whist | note Mr Adam’s evidence and understand the worth of a Heritage

Landscape Assessment Review, this is beyond the scope of PC9.
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Ms Kellaway — Urban Landscape Matters

70.

Paragraphs 16 and 56: Where landscape features are a significant
contributing element they have been identified. However, as outlined
above, the intention is that the Statements for each HHA are succinct and
focused, and that rules within the District Plan are simple to administer.

No changes are recommended to the HHA Statements.

Ms Kellaway — Agricultural, Industrial and Scientific Development sites

71.

Paragraph 18: | agree that in time it would be beneficial to seek to identify
agricultural, industrial and scientific development sites in Hamilton as the
region’s centre. However, within the timescales allocated to the plan

change this has not been possible.

Ms Kellaway - Concerns with the accuracy of the history of Hamilton
underpinning the HHAs

72.

Paragraphs 19-20: This matter is noted. The updated methodology
(Appendix 8, 8-3.1) utilises Development Periods which have Historic
Heritage Significance to the Development of the City. This change has
removed much of the other information regarding the history and
development of Hamilton (as a whole) from the Appendix and replaced it
with a simple summary of the Development Periods and the main
characteristic of each of these. | consider that this is more helpful to future
applicants than a longer history of Hamilton (and the role of Frankton). On
that basis | do not consider that further time should be spent refining text

relating to the history of Hamilton.

Ms Kellaway — Inclusion of contributing and non-contributing buildings

73.

Paragraph 27: This matter is noted. All buildings within an HHA make some
form of contribution to the overall values of the HHA (whether positive or
negative). Given the requirement for an HHA to be provided with each

application (subject to the alterations suggested in this evidence) there
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would not be a significant benefit in introducing contributing and non-
contributing buildings. Such a change would also likely make plan

administration more complex.

Ms Kellaway - Controls could vary for sites which have national significance
compared to those with local significance

74.

Paragraph 35: Consideration was given earlier in the study to have different
categories of HHA. Having considered this it was determined that the
provisions, such as activity status, for each would vary very little. It was
therefore decided that a simple, single tier structure would be simplest to

administer.

Ms Kellaway - Rules to be modified by Plan Change 12 and potential buffers to
HHAs.

75.

Paragraph 39-41: This matter is beyond the scope of PC9.

Ms Kellaway — Potential Additional Definitions

76.

Paragraphs 46-48: Further definitions are suggested for contributing/non-
contributing buildings, Feature and Setting. There is already a definition of
setting introduced by PC9; this includes reference to features (although no
definition is provided for feature). Given my comments above, | do not
consider that a definition is needed for contributing or non-contributing
buildings. Overall, | do not agree that there would be benefit in adding

these definitions.

Response to Matters Raised by Witnesses for Peter Were

Ms Kellaway — assessment of Queens Avenue (supported by historic research by

Ms Williams)

77.

I note Ms Kellaway’s assessments of Queens Avenue. Whilst Ms Kellaway’s
evidence included a complete copy of her assessment against the
consistency criteria, | note that she has added one point for

representativeness to her overall scores. This deviates from my original
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scoring where the overall score was a sum of the consistency scoring only.
If Ms Kellaway’s scores are added as | did in my assessment the area still

falls below the consistency criteria threshold.

On this basis, | remain of the opinion that Queens Avenue (or parts thereof)

should not be identified as an HHA.

Response to Matters Raised by Witnesses for WEL

Ms Brown — provision of Heritage Impact Assessment

79.

80.

Paragraph 4: | note that Ms Brown suggested additional wording to the
requirement for a Heritage Impact Assessment to accompany all
applications “or an equivalent report by a suitably qualified person” to
enable other experts such as Landscape Architects to address the
Information Requirements, for instance as part of a Landscape Effects

Assessment.

As noted above, | have already accepted Mr Brown’s suggested alteration
to these requirements that a proviso could also be added that this
requirement might be waived at the discretion of the planning officer,
where it is patently apparent that adverse effects will not arise from a
proposal. | also accept Ms Brown’s concerns and consider that this
requirement could be further expanded to allow ‘an equivalent report by
a suitably qualified person’, which could include a planner, where this is

considered an acceptable alternative by the planning officer.

CONCLUSION

81.

82.

| remain satisfied that the methodology adopted to identify HHAs is
robust, aligned with international best practice and gives effect to Policy

10.1 in the WRPS and the implementation method 10.1.3.

The level of information presented in the proposed provisions to identify

the specific heritage values relevant to each HHA is sufficient. More could
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be added, but there becomes a point where the marginal utility of further
information diminishes and makes the necessary Heritage Impact
Assessment more onerous than it need be. | consider the appropriate

balance is struck.

The planning provisions are practical and workable in my view. | am
however aware from my communications with the HCC Planning
Guidance Unit that there may still be benefit in refining some of the
provisions, including in relation to ‘maintenance and repair of buildings
and structures’, alterations and additions on rear lots, and demolition and
relocation of accessory buildings. Consideration of any such refinements
will likely benefit of hearing from all submitters before any final

recommendations are made.

Richard John Knott

12 May 2023



