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Executive Summary

The imposition of a heritage designation on a property results in increased costs?, it
generally decreases the property value® and places restrictions on the home owner®.
These are serious impositions and should not be placed on a property without strong
evidence.

Hamilton City Council (HCC) was required to identify and review qualitifying matters,
including heritage, under the NPS-UD and the usual ten-yearly review of the District
Plan.

HCC engaged a heritage expert, Richard Knott (Richard Knott Limited) , who identified
32 Historic Heritage Areas (HHAS). He later stated that he was not given the time or
resources to carry out research on individual HHAs. Mr Knott revised his reports and
methodology multiple times, being paid for rework each time. Mr Knott was paid $200Kk in
total.

Prior to public notification, HCC engaged Adam Wild (Archifact Consultants Limited) to
complete a desktop peer review® of the original Knott report. The report was critical of Mr
Knott's methodology (noting that it was more about character (not a qualifying matter)
than heritage values) and recommended that 17/32 (53%) of the Knott HHAs either
required further work before public notification or should be removed.

The 32 HHAs were publicly notified in July 2022 with no amendments. Mr Wild’s peer
review was not made public.®

! For simplicity | have used “I” in reference to submissions and interactions relating to either myself or my
husband (David Whyte) or both of us jointly.

% House insurance is either higher or heritage features are excluded from coverage. [Confirmed by AA, AMI, NZI
and Vero]. Consents are required for things which non-heritage properties do not require consents for. Heritage

expert reports are required to accompany consent applications.

% The price premium of heritage in the housing market; evidence from Auckland, NZ (2020, Bade, Castillo,

Fernandez and Aguilar-Bohorquez) states a 9.6% reduction.
4 For example, no solid fences over 1.2m and no fences whatsoever over 1.5m.
® A brief peer review with no research or site visits.
® | obtained it via a LGOIMA.
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By the end of 2023 (prior to the third and final hearing), HCC had decided not to pursue
14 of the 32 original HHAs. This is 44% of Mr Knott’s original recommendations.

HCC engaged WSP to identify individual built heritage items (mainly residences). WSP
recommended 181 new built heritage items. The WSP report was not peer reviewed
prior to public notification. WSP were paid $366k for their work on built heritage.

In 2023, HCC employed Elise Caddigan. Over the next year Ms Caddigan reviewed all
the publicly notified built heritage items. Based on her recommendations and other work,
HCC chose not to pursue 123 (68%) of the publicly notified items.

The muliple changes in the HHA methodology and reports resulted in HHA submissions
being heard at three hearings, instead of one as originally planned.

Main Findings

10.

11.

12.

13.

Significant history of all the HHAs should have been fully documented and proven prior
to public notification. The reasons and supporting reports for the heritage designations
should not have changed after public notification.

The decision not to complete full peer reviews for both built heritage items and HHAs
resulted in increased costs, duration and unfair negative impact’ on property owners
who opposed the heritage designations.

The decision not to involve local experts and/or HCC staff (other than Ms Caddigan
regarding built heritage) resulted in avoidable errors and time-wasting®, which resulted in
increased ratepayer costs.

The changes in methodology and reasons for the HHAs made the process difficult for
submitters (both supporting and opposing). The HHA “expert evidence” contained a
large number of guesses, vague statements and some outright errors.

" For example, ten of the HHAs which HCC chose not to pursue, many of which were strongly opposed, had
designations on them for 19 months. The impact of designations ranged from being unable to securely fence a
Eroperty to keep toddlers safe, to being unable to sell a property.

For example submissions by owners of properties with demolition consents granted.
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Purpose, Scope and Limitations

14. This report is an external review of the Plan Change 9 (PC9) process for heritage
designations. It is sourced from my research, transcripts of hearings, HCC documents,
and LGOIMA responses.

15. Itis intended to provide a readable, detailed layperson view of the process.

16. |1 have researched and written this report to highlight problematic issues in the PC9
process to the elected members of HCC.

17. As this process will be completed again, in 8-10 years time, it is important that elected
members are aware of these issues which resulted in increased ratepayer costs and
duration and negative impacts on property owners opposing heritage designations.

18. Several HCC responses to my LGOIMA requests have contradicted each other. Where
this has occurred | have recorded this but cannot confirm which HCC response, if any, is
correct. On 3 December 2024 HCC stated they would charge me for any further
LGOIMA requests so | have been unable to verify anything after that time.

19. Note that although | do not agree with parts of the final Hearing Panel Decision, that is
not relevant to this report.

My Credentials

20. I am a retired accountant with over 25 years’ experience including public sector auditing
and business process review and design.

21. | have, and frequently use, research skills as a freelance writer.

22. | am not a heritage expert. | do not believe anyone should have to be a heritage expert
to understand and engage in the PC9 process. | engaged extensively in the PC9
process including advocating for other submitters.

Overview

23. The RMA requires councils to review their District Plan every ten years. Under the NPS-
UD (National Policy Statement on Urban Development), HCC needed to identify any
qualifying matters including historic heritage areas and built heritage. Prior to PC9, HCC
had several character areas®’. Character is not a “qualifying matter” and so (in simple
terms) would not be protected against intensification.

24. There were three rounds of hearings. Two of these included built heritage and all three
included HHAs.

® Frankton Railway Village, Hamilton East, Hayes Paddock, Claudelands West and Temple View Heritage Area
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25.

26.

27.

28.

HCC publicly notified PC9 on 22 July 2022. Interim decisions were released in late 2023
and 2024. The final outcome was released in February 2025. This is a period of 31
months. HCC had to obtain an extension from the Ministry for the Environment as the
RMA requirement is completion within two years of public notification.

The total cost was over $2.5 million. This includes significant natural areas, notable trees
and archaeological sites. The main costs were for legal fees and consultants.

In late 2023 and in 2024 HCC advised that they would not be pursing 14 HHAs and 123
built heritage items. This represents 44% of the publicly notified HHAs and 68% of the
publicly notified built heritage items.

The final decision by the Independent Hearing Panel accepts all of HCC’'s amended
recommendations for HHAs and Built Heritage.

HHAs

An example of an HHA through the process is documented in Appendix B
HHASs to Public Notification

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Mr Knott was engaged by HCC to complete work on Historic Heritage Areas (HHAS). A
January 2022 contract variation for Mr Knott states “due to the latest government
announcement of the Resource Management (Enabling Housing Supply and Other
Matters) Amendment Act 2021, the HHA assessment is required for the entire city”.

Mr Knott reviewed all streets with pre-1980 houses for seven consistency criteria™® which
included consistent street planting, berms and typology. Where a street (or part thereof
or a group of streets) scored five or more, it was matched to one of five heritage
themes™ (eg the Dominance of the private car and changing suburban form). The score
did not include a category for the history of the streets or suburb other than the
somewhat vaguely worded heritage themes.

Mr Knott identified 32 potential HHAs.

HCC state that four HCC “staff reviewed the report from a readability and structure

perspective (not a technical heritage expert peer review)™?

HCC engaged Mr Wild™ to complete a limited desktop peer review. Mr Wild was paid
$7k.

Mr Wild’s peer review** stated that he did not agree that the consistency criteria
necessarily reflected historic heritage values, and it was more in line with character. He

10 Appendix A lists the criteria in full

- Appendix A lists the themes in full

2| GOIMA response 7 Dec 2022

13 aAdam Wild, Director of Archifact Consultants
 Full peer review in Appendix C
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was critical of the five theme groupings and said that the 32 statements lacked specific
details. He also recommended that more work be done on six HHAs and that the eleven
1960s and 70s brick HHAs all be removed. In total, this peer review raised issues with
17/32 HHAs, even without trying to validate any heritage values. Mr Wild also
recommended that a full review should be performed, not just a desktop review.

35. HCC advise that they gave Mr Wild’s report to Mr Knott, who chose to make no
changes.”

36. All 32 HHAs were publicly notified based on Mr Knott’s original, unaltered report.

37. In his 6 March 2023 Addendum to Hamilton City Historic Heritage Area Assessment, Mr
Knott stated (in reference to the report used to support the publicly notified HHAS) that:
“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.”

38. Mr Knott was paid $90k for his work to 30 June 2022.

HHAS - Public Notification to the First Hearing

39. In January 2023, Mr Davey requested approval to hire Origin Consultants to provide
evidence in the form of a peer review of Mr Knott's evidence. This was signed off by Mr
Bowcott on 18 January 2023.%

40. Mr Davey’s memo states that they want to ‘justify to the independent hearing panel that
the process and methodology used is consistent with international practice and similar to
what has been applied in other cities.” There is no mention in the memo of Mr Wild’s
review which was produced in 2022 and was critical of the process and methodology
used by Mr Knott.

41. Origin Consultants are not LASS approved, so an exception was made to engage them.
Origin Consultants were paid $46k.

42. Professor Gu from Auckland University was engaged to complete a peer review of Mr
Knott's methodology. Professor Gu’s report largely agreed with Mr Wild’s earlier peer
review, including raising concerns about the 1960s and 1970s HHAs.'” Auckland
University was paid $52k.

43. Following these two later peer reviews, Mr Knott completely revised his methodology
and report on HHAs. He also removed two HHAs'® where (as noted by both Mr Wild and
Origin) they were too small to be HHAs and another two HHAs where resource consents

!> LGOIMA response 7/12/22
% Eull memo in Appendix D
" Kai Gu Peer review page 1
'® Angelsea and Jamieson
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for demolition had already been granted. Two commercial HHAs were added. It appears
the two additional HHAs were not publicly notified.

HHAsS — First Hearing

44. The first day of HHA Hearings®® began with Lachlan Muldowney, Counsel for HCC,
stating that “Mr Knott's evidence is that the critical values to guide development within
each HHA are sufficiently identified to enable planning judgements to be made at the

consenting stage”

The Council and their experts presented their initial statements with
full confidence. There was discussion as to whether interim decisions could be made

after the first hearing.

45. Submissions (opposing or supporting PC9 HHAs) were heard over four and a half days
in the first hearings.

46. Later in the first hearings®, the independent hearing panel raised concerns with the
HHAs. The risk appeared to be that unless HCC revised their statements, the entire
process could fall over (and given the character areas had been removed from the
District Plan, this would mean no protection over areas such as Frankton Railway
Village). Mr Muldowney said the Council would “update their position”. The decision was
made to have HHAs heard at the November 2023 hearings after HCC had revised the
statements (again). Mr Muldowney noted that “it's slightly ironic that we started off
thinking about an interim decision”.

HHAsS: To Second Hearing

47. The third version of the HHA report contained rankings for each HHA for architecture,
history and other factors.

48. The fourth version of the HHA report contained the features of each HHA which needed
to be retained (eg tile roof) and a detailed history.

49. Submissions (opposing or supporting PC9 HHAs) were heard over three days? in the
second hearing.

After Second Hearing

50. Until November 2023, the experts were unable to agree whether historic heritage vlaues
needed to be at least “high” or “outstanding” or whether “moderate” was all that was
required. (This was applicable to both HHAs and Built Heritage items.) Once decided to
exclude “moderate” heritage values, this resulted in the removal of 10 HHAs in February
2024. This was almost 20 months after public notification of the HHAs.

1929 May 2023

20 Hearing 1, Day 5, approx. 10:15 in transcript.
2 Hearing 1, Day 8, approx. 16:25 in transcript
%213 to 15 November 2023
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51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

Versions three and four of the HHA reports were merged into a fifth version.

Further minor changes were made. The final outcome was that almost half (44%) of the
proposed HHAs were no longer being pursued by HCC.

Built Heritage
WSP was engaged by HCC to complete work on Built Heritage items (individual
buildings). No peer review was performed prior to public notification. 181 built heritage
items®® were publicly notified based on the WSP report. WSP were paid $366k for this
work. (They also performed other work on PC9 and were paid a total of around $500k?**.)

In March 2023 HCC employed Elise Cadigan in the role of Principal Planner (Heritage).

Ms Caddigan first reviewed the Built Heritage items where submissions had been made
opposing inclusion in PC9. On 24 August®®, she reported “ provide a summary of
recommendations on the 33 proposed built heritage places where a submission has
sought the removal of the place from Schedule 8 A [...] and | agree.”

She then reviewed the remaining proposed built heritage items. HCC also then decided
not to pursue “moderate” built heritage.

After all these reviews, HCC were only pursuing 58 of the 181 publicly notified items?.
This indicates that 68% of the WSP report which cost ratepayers $366k was
incorrect.

Commentary

Lack of Peer Reviews before Public Notification

58.

59.

60.

61.

HCC chose not to perform full peer reviews on either Built Heritage or HHAs prior to
public notification (and ignored the criticism of the desktop peer review which was
completed).

Following a full review of the Built Heritage items, HCC chose not to pursue 123 of the
181 recommended by WSP and publicly notified. This is 68% of the publicly notified Built
Heritage items.

Once HHAs had been fully peer reviewed and revised, HCC chose not to pursue 14 of
the original 32 HHAs. This is 44% of the publicly notified HHAs.

The methodology for both HHAs and Built Heritage was still being debated at the end of
2023, resulting in more costs and more hearing days.

% These were in addition to existing Built Heritage items.

% L GOIMA response from HCC re WSP is contradicted by other LGOIMA responses re expenditure so | do not
have an accurate figure.

% statement of Evidence of Elise Natalie Caddigan (Historic Heritage — Built Heritage, dated 24 August 2023

% Some additional built heritage items were added after reviewing submissions made by Waikato Heritage

Group.

Page 7 of 32



62. If full peer reviews had been performed for both HHAs and Built Heritage and those
items HCC later identified as not pursuing, had been identified and removed prior to
public notification, the process, including the hearings, would have been of shorter
duration, cost ratepayers less, drawn fewer submissions and impacted fewer property

owners.

63. For example, for the items which HCC later chose not to pursue, there were 21 initial
submissions opposing the HHAs and 33 initial submissions opposing Built Heritage
items. Each submission was reviewed and collated. Over half of the HHA submitters
made oral submissions in the first hearings and several made oral submissions in the
second hearing. Each hearing day incurs costs.

Knott — Lack of Research and Payment for Rework

64. As detailed in Appendix A, Mr Knott stated that HCC did not give him the time or
resources to complete research for the report in which he recommended 32 HHAs. He
stated that he used “city-wide reports prepared by other historic heritage experts.”

65. For the work to the time of public notification, Mr Knott was paid $90k.

66. Around 3,000 homes had restrictions placed on their homes based on this report which
had no specific research completed for it. This is not in line with the intention of the
RMA or general ethics.

67. After three peer reviews and prior to the first hearing, the initial HHA report was revised
completely. Two more versions were then produced prior to the second hearings. The
last two were amalgamated into what became the fifth report. Several edits were then
made to create what was accepted by the Independent Hearing Panel. Mr Knott was
paid for both his initial work and all his rework. (Total, including earlier $90k, $200k)

68. This means that by doing a poor job, Mr Knott got paid to fix his earlier work. The
problems with the methodology and many changes also resulted in additional hearing
time, which resulted in other increased costs such as legal costs and project
management.

69. Submitters opposing PC9 incurred cost/time as they had to keep updating their
objections to the changes in methodology and the supposed heritage values.?’

Peer Review of HHAs

70. HCC intentionally ignored the negative peer review from Mr Wild (prior to public
notification) and then later engaged someone else to “justify” the process and
methodology.

" See example in Appendix B.
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71. The memo signed by Mr Bowcott seems to be aiming to prove Mr Knott was “right”
rather than ensuring the process was fair and accurate. There is no mention of an aim to
verify that the process and methodology are the correct one. (After the second and third
peer reviews Mr Knott changed his methodology, indicating that the initial
methodology was incorrect.)

72. There seems to have been reluctance to accept opposition or admit that errors had been
made. HCC are supposed to represent the ratepayers, not defend HCC expenditure or
pursue a separate agenda.

Lack of Local Knowledge

73. A lack of local knowledge caused additional issues.

a. Despite HCC staff having considerable heritage expertise, it appears this was not
utilised until Ms Cadigan was employed and reviewed the Built Heritage items. Casual
comments made by staff indicated they had identified errors in Mr Knott’s first report,
but these were ignored.

b. Mark Caunter (Heritage Librarian) and Alice Morris (Planning) wrote a report called

“Kirikiriroa — Hamilton’s European Settler History”?®

which covered the history of
several parts of Hamilton. The Hamilton Library Heritage Team (Ngaa Koorero Tuku
Ho) consists of around half a dozen skilled heritage professionals. It seems it would
have made sense (both financially and in terms of local knowledge) to either use these
staff and backfill their roles or to utilise their expertise for peer reviews, rather than
spending several hundred thousand dollars on consultants who then justified their

opinions by quoting HCC staff reports.

c. There was no recognition of the impact of HCC trying to put restrictions® on Tainui
land until it was raised in the media.

d. There appears to have been no check between proposed built heritage/HHAs and
consents granted by HCC Planning. As with many other issues raised in this report,
this wasted both time and money for the homeowner and HCC/IHP. (And wasted time
and money for HCC/IHP is, by default, additional wasted ratepayer money.)

e. There were also adjustments to HHA borders due to the absence of buildings. An
obvious one was the corner of Casey Ave and Boundary Road which was included in
the HHA. The large development of town houses on this property was well known and
any Hamiltonian who crossed Whitiora Bridge during the six months or so of
development was aware of this due to the significant impact on traffic flow. Property in
Marama Street had also been demolished prior to public notification.

%% October 2021
? Central Police station at 12 Anzac Parade was identified as a built heritage item.
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f.

Mr Knott incorrrectly identifed railway housing in Wye, Marshall and Oxford Streets.
This makes no sense in view of Hamilton history and also shows a lack of knowledge
of common NZ housing typologies.

Qutsourced Costs

74.

75.

HCC paid almost $900k for outsourced legal services ($500k) and project management
($377)%. Both costs were increased by the changes to methodologies and increased
hearing days.

It seems wasteful to pay outside contractors such large amounts. While it may not
always be practical, it would have been more cost-effective to hire fixed term salaried
roles or backfill current roles.

Impact on Property Owners

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

Plan Change 9 was required under the RMA. However, given the issues with the
process (see all points above), a large burden has been placed on many property
owners (with limited resources) to fight HCC (who appear to have unlimited resources
and no concern for the duration or cost of the process).

The hearings were at times farcial as submitters explained that HCC had granted
demolition consents for a proposed built heritage item, questioned why the supposed
“historic heritage” kept changing, given that actual history has not changed, or pointed
out that the expert’s description of the house(s) did not match the actual houses.

Homeowners and other impacted parties should be able to easily understand why their
house is considered to have historic heritage value or be part of a historic heritage area.
Expert reports on historic heritage should be clear, understandable and evidence-
based and should not require expert interpretation. The supposed heritage values
should not change throughout the process.

Both the WSP Built Heritage report and Knott HHA reports repeatedly quoted the history
of Hamilton without giving any relevant specific history for the building or heritage area.
This meant pages of repeated irrelevent information surrounding the small amount of
relevant content.

Many statements appeared to relate to the HHA, but following up the source documents
showed they were not applicable to the HHA®".,

% These costs include parts of PC9 other than heritage. However, Built Heritage and HHAs were (I believe) the
only parts of PC9 where the methodology changed significantly after public notification.

% For example, Fairfield Rd and Sare Cres HHAs include the statement “A first block of 23 houses at Fairfield
was on the way to completion by June 1947, constructed using carpenters from the No 20 training centre for ex-
servicemen in Hamilton East.”. This statement does not relate to either Fairfield Road or Sare Cres which were

built later.
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81. Many assertions were vague or included qualifiers such as “possibly”, “appears”, “most
appear to” and “reportedly”. Guesses are not evidence, even when made by an expert..

Conclusions

82. The following decisions made by HCC resulted in increased costs®, increased
duration®*® and multiple hearings of PC9 (which also resulted in increased costs) and
unfair negative impact on homeowners who opposed the heritage designations.

a. HCC decision not to complete full peer reviews of HHAs and built heritage items prior
to public notification.

b. HCC decision to ignore criticisms contained in Mr Wild’s peer review of HHAs (and
their decision to effectively hide the peer review).

c. HCC publicly notifiying 32 HHAs based on an “expert” report for which no research
was done by the expert engaged.

d. HCC decision then to engage another heritage consultant to “justify” Mr Knott’s report
after receiving a large number of opposing submissions, rather than to fairly evaluate
the opposing submissions.

e. HCC decision not to use local knowledge (eg HCC heritage staff, HCC planning staff)
to identify obvious errors (both in supposed heritage values and where properties had
demolition consents)

83. Significant history of all the HHAs should have been fully documented and proven prior
to public notification. The reasons and supporting reports for the heritage designations

should not have changed after public notification.

32 While | am unable to quantify the increased costs due to HCC limiting what they will provide to me, | have seen
contract variations due to the additional hearings days, additional costs for the Expert sessions regarding
changes in methodology as well as the rework by Mr Knott.

3 Most councils took around 12-15 months from public notification to final decision. HCC took 31 months.
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Appendix A: First HHA Methodology and Report

Consistency Criteria

1. Mr Knott’s first step was to identify all streets with houses built before 1980 and review
them for consistency. Note that identification of HHAs was not commenced by

researching or even considering the history of the city.
2. One point each was given for:
a. consistent street/block layout
b. consistent street design (consistent planting and berms)
c. consistent lot size, dimensions and density (no significant subdivision)
d. consistent lot layout (position of building and dominance of car parking)
e. whether the topography and green structure of the area makes a positive contribution,
f. consistent architecture/typology and
g. consistent street frontage (fences, walls and planting).

3. Every area scoring five or more out of seven were then matched to a theme and they
became 32 historic heritage areas, containing around 3,000 houses (6% of all houses in
Hamilton). Only one point related to the actual house typology. None related directly to
historic heritage.

Heritage Themes

4. The initial heritage themes were:
a. Early establishment of a service town (pre-1930),
b. Railway workers suburbs (1930s-1950s),

c. Comprehensive state housing schemes and control by the State Advances
Corporation (1930s-1950s),

d. the Construction company era (1960s) and the Dominance of the private car and

changing suburban form (1970s).
5. To translate these into simple language:
a. Houses built before 1930,
b. Railway houses,
c. State houses, and

d. Any houses (mostly brick) built in the 1960s and 1970s.
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6.

It is of note that all areas which Mr Knott ranked as scoring 5 or more for
consistency were included as historic heritage areas. There is no instance where
Mr Knott said they had consistent berms etc but were not representative of a
heritage theme.

Lack of Research

7.

8.

Mr Knott noted in his report that “the descriptions had been purposefully kept brief”.

In his 6 March 2023 Addendum to Hamilton City Historic Heritage Area Assessment,
Knott stated that: “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.”

As such Knott is admitting that his June 2022 report (which resulted in 32 HHAs
containing several thousand impacted homes being publicly notified on 22 July 2022,
which immediately imposed restrictions on all these properties) was completed without
any research and with a deliberate intention not to provide any detail to impacted parties
so they could not refute it. This is not in line with the intention of the RMA or general
ethics.
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Appendix B: Example of HHA: Oxford St (East) and Marshall St Railway Cottages HHA

Description

This HHA contained seven properties on the left side of the cul-
de-sac end of Oxford Street and five properties on the right side
of Marshall Street. Three of these properties back onto each
other.

The two streets were subdivided in the early 1920s and contain
small weatherboard houses but otherwise have no connection
with or similarity to each other.

While HCC records record the dwellings as 1920s, HCC state
they have no records of either street prior to 1949.%* It appears
the dates the two streets were surveyed on were used as the
default dates for the dwelling age.*

Consistency Ranking

Oxford St (in entirety) 6/7

One point for consistent street/block layout, consistent street
design (consistent planting and berms), consistent lot size,
dimensions and density (no significant subdivision), consistent
lot layout (position of building and dominance of car parking),
consistent architecture/typology.

Half a point for whether the topography makes a positive
contribution and consistent street frontage (fences, walls and
planting).

Marshall St (in entirety) 4.5/7°°

One point each for consistent street/block layout, consistent lot
size dimensions and density (no significant subdivision) and
consistent lot layout (position of building and dominance of car
parking)

Half a point each for consistent street design (consistent planting
and berms), consistent architecture/typology and consistent
street frontage (fences, walls and planting). Null for whether the
topography makes a positive contribution,

In his consistency review for Marshall St, Mr Knott noted*":

materials. Some buildings may be railway cottages forming block
with those in Oxford Street (Needs to be checked). Frontages vary,

Heritage Themes

Early establishment of a service town (pre-1930) and
Railway workers suburbs (1930s-1950s)

Knott Statement v1
[Emphasis added]

“The dwellings within the area appear to be Railway Cottages
with simple ridges roof forms parallel to the street and more
ornate porches projecting towards the street in the centre of the
front elevation or full width verandah roofs.”

% This raises the question of how the HHA could ever have been considered a historic heritage area, when there
is no documented history for the time the houses were built.

% PapersPast shows that Oxford Street was not on town water until the 1940s. Several of the houses deemed
“1920s” have water directly under the house which suggests they were built after the street was connected to

town water.

36 4.5/7 is a “fail” in consistency, so the inclusion of Marshall St was inconsistent treatment.
%7 It appears this was not checked until after public notification.
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“Each building has side hung casement windows.”®

wild Desktop  Peer
Review

| wonder at the proposal of the HHA Oxford Street East et al as a perceptible
HHA when it comprises houses addressing different streets and the sense of
collective value is accordingly disrupted. This can be contrasted with proposed
HHA Riro Street or proposed HHA Springfield Crescent which comprises Lots
facing each other that can perceived collectively.

“Warrants further testing before can be appropriately considered
for inclusion and protection in the District Plan.”

Publicly Notified

22 July 2022

City Planning Manager

In the Waikato Times®, the City Planning Manager said “The
railway cottage designation refers not so much as to whether the
houses were built by the railway as to a particular style of
housing.”*°

Written Submissions™*

Seven (Kyle & Yasutake-Watson, McBride, Crequer, Walsh,
Whyte & Dorrell, Littlejohns and Bakshi)

Land titles showing houses were all privately owned, rebutting
the theme of “Railway workers suburb”.

Detailed history of Fairfield and Oxford and Marshall Streets,
rebutting the theme of “Early establishment of a service town.”

Comparison of HHA houses to Railway houses, showing the
houses did not look like Railway houses*.

Origin Peer Review
6 March 2023
[Emphasis added]

The houses are not railway houses.

The HHA does not meet either the “Railway workers suburb” or
the “early establishment of a service town” theme.

“They all have a strong relationship with the street with a central
front door and symmetrical windows.”

“All [Oxford St] are oriented with the gable parallel to the
street.

Most of the cottages on Marshall St have a verandah with a
central front door and symmetrical windows either side.”

“The housing on Oxford Street has strong similarities with
Ellis & Burnand and Railway cottages.”

“Historic titles show the lots were sold to private owners
throughout the 1920s”

“During the course of research undertaken into the Marshall and
Oxford St HHA, no further information was located that
confirmed a connection with Railway housing or Ellis &
Burnand. There were not property records available that

% As noted in Hamilton City Special Character Study 2020, Lifescapes (Carolyn Hill), Chapter 3. Housing
Tgypologies, Sash windows are one of the unique features of Railway houses.

%9 Waikato Times 17 September 2022.

0 This suggests that, like Mr Knott, Mr Davey was unclear regarding the difference between character (eg a
housing typology) and historic heritage values.

*! LGOIMA response 19 August 2024 stated that the (68 page) Dorrell/Whyte submission “broadly disagreed with
the methodology which did not require an individual technical response”. Given the submission was a detailed
history researched at Ngaa Koorere Tuku Ho, this suggests the submission was not read in full by HCC.

2 While this was theoretically irrelevant as historic heritage is not about houses “looking like a Railway house”, it

was included for completeness.
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related to the construction of these dwellings. All property
records and building permits post-date 1949.”

“The heritage value seems to be more attributable to an
example of a local developer supplying small cottage
dwellings in a familiar and sought after style akin to railway
workers’ dwellings/Ellis & Burnand.”®

“Please note that initially we were advised this should be Oxford
Street (West), but this was amended to Oxford Street(East)
during the site visits.”**

Revised Schedule 8D

Summary of Values:

“The area contains a representative set of early 1920s dwellings,
with a range of small-scale, weatherboard clad dwellings with
gable roofs. They all have a strong relationship with the street,
with a central front door and symmetrical windows. Some
have small porches and some have vernadahs. The housing on
Oxford St has strong similarities with the prefabricated Ellis
& Burnand and Railway cottages; whilst it cannot be verified
itis likely they are Ellis & Burnand.”

“The HHA is considered to have at least moderate local heritage
significance as an area of speculative housing, with a local
developer supplying small cottage dwellings in a familiar and
sought-after style akin to Ellis & Burnand and railway workers’
dwellings in the late Victorian and Edwardian and during and
after inter-war growth (1890 to 1949) development period prior
to the land being brought into the Borough.”

May 2022

Knott v2

[Emphasis added]

Oral Submissions
Hearing 1

May/June 2023

(Some submissions were
made after Knott
rebuttal)

Five (Kyle & Yasutake-Watson, McBride, Walsh, Whyte &
Dorrell, and Bakshi)

Key points:

The houses do not match the description of the
Knott/Origin reports®. Three of the seven Oxford Streets do
not have front doors at all. One has French doors on one side.
One house is not visible from the street. Only two houses have
central front doors with symmetrical windows on either side.
None of the Marshall Street houses have central front doors with
symmetrical windows on either side.

None of the houses have gables parallel to the street.
The land titles do not show what Knott/Origin claim.

History needs to be valid and significant, not fabricated and/or
weak.

The restriction on fencing means children cannot play outside
and the HHA made the house unsaleable (so the owner could
not move somewhere where his children could play safely).

*3 The Origin peer review did not explain why houses looking like other houses is a heritage value worth

preserving.

** This statement suggests that Mr Miller from Origin knew where the Oxford St (East) HHA was. As such there is
no explanation as to why he incorrectly described the basic features of the houses.
® Images were presented showing the absence of front doors, and the incorrectly described direction of the

gables.
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Submitters  questioned whether Mr Miller from Origin
Consultants and Mr Knott had actually visited the HHA.

The houses are being assessed as they were in the past (ie
possibly having a central front door etc) not assessing as found
(ie in their current state). As such, HCC is trying to preserve
something that Mr Knott interpreted from a 1940s aerial photo,
not what is actually there.

Both the Origin report and Schedule 8D specifically refer to the
houses in both Oxford East and Frankton East as “Ellis &
Burnand prefabricated houses”. If they meant something else,
that should have been specified and provided references to
support this.

How can two heritage experts with international experience not
correctly read and accurately document a land title?

Knott Rebuttal
[Emphasis added]

When Mr Knott said central front doors with symmetrical
windows, he meant that he could see, from a 1940s aerial
photograph, that the houses used to have central front doors
due to where the path was.*®

Mr Knott meant the “other’ Ellis and Burnand prefabricated
houses.*” There were supposedly three types: prefabricated,
plan book*® and ones containing Ellis and Burnand joinery.

Knott v3

Supplementary
statement of Evidence of

Richard John  Knott
dated 22 September
2023

[Emphasis added]

Architectural qualities - Design:

“The dwellings on Oxford Street have similarities with the typical street
front elevations of Ellis and Burnand houses and Railway Cottages;
originally:

- A central front door.

- A small porch and symmetrical windows either side.
- Oriented with the gable parallel to the street.

from aerial

(based upon information

photographs). “

interpreted early

“Limited documentary evidence is available to confirm the likely links
to Ellis and Burnand.”

“In general, the buildings are of interest in so much as they are
typical of houses of the period and of early state housing,
rather than being designed by a particular known practitioner.
However, the incorporation of joinery from Ellis and Burnand
(and the likely prefabrication of parts) adds a layer of
significance to them.”

The HHA was ranked as having “moderate” significance for
architectural and historical values for the following reasons:

“Overall, the area contributes to a clear understanding and
appreciation of the development expected in the Late Victorian and

8 There was no explanation as to why HCC should preserve houses for features which they supposedly used to
have and definitely do not currently have.

47 All reports clearly stated “Ellis & Burnard prefabricated houses”. Records on PapersPast and Ngaa Koorero
Tuku Iho clearly show the history and typology of these houses.

“8 Ellis and Burnand planbook houses were first included in the 1933 Ellis and Burnand booklet. There is a copy

in Ngaa Koorero Tuku Iho.
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Edwardian and during and after inter-war growth (1890 to 1949)
development period, and has Moderate heritage significance. The area
has a high level of integrity from its original subdivision and layout, with
few changes to the area. It contains a small-scale 1920s dwellings.
Whilst a number of the dwellings have undergone some change, they
all retain their have a strong relationship with the street. Some have
small porches and some have verandahs. The housing on Oxford
Street has strong similarities with the prefabricated Ellis & Burnand and
Railway cottages; whilst it cannot be verified it is likely that they are
Ellis & Burnand. It is of further significance that the area was
developed speculatively before the land came into the Borough.”

Knott v4

Second supplementary
statement of evidence of
Richard  John Knott
dated 27 October 2023

[Emphasis added]

Building and Streetscape Elements

“The dwellings on Oxford Street have similarities with the typical
street front elevations of Ellis and Burnand houses and Railway
Cottages, which featured a central front door usually with a small
porch and symmetrical windows either side. All are oriented with the
gable parallel to the street. Most of the cottages on Marshall Street
have a verandah, with a central front door and symmetrical windows
either side.”™®

Oral Submissions

Hearing 2

Two (Kyle & Yasutake-Watson and Whyte & Dorrell)

Mr Knott’s latest two versions contradict each other and also
contradict some of the significant comments he made in his
rebuttal to our May 2023 submissions where he stated we were
the “other” Ellis & Burnand houses, rather than prefabricated
houses. But now he records us as probably being Ellis and
Burnand prefabricated houses.

The history of all the HHAs should have been documented
and proven in full prior to public notification.

When Mr Knott says “documentary evidence”, he is referring to
verbal conversations with other experts, and Mr Knott’s online
research. This is a rather different definition of “documentary
evidence” to the dictionary. The fact that this false statement
claiming there is documentary evidence is recorded in Mr Knott’s
“evidence” is a significant red flag. Mr Knott may be referring to
the Origin peer review which also incorrectly identified early
1920s houses as being Ellis and Burnand prefabricated houses,
even though these were not first created until the late 1920s,
and, as per our previous submission, our houses do not contain
any of the features. This is not evidence. This is two experts
perpetuating a mistake.

In his September Report, Mr Knott stated that “the potential
incorporation of joinery from Ellis & Burnand adds a layer of
significance.” The September statements in the HHAs for both
Oxford Street and Frankton East seem to be based on the ideas
that Oxford Street and the Frankton East HHA could be the only
two places in Hamilton with joinery from a very large Waikato
joinery factory which opened two decades before the houses
were built and operated for seventy years. This is one of the
more bizarre assertions we have had for our invented HHA.

Mr Knott's September report largely appeared to be based on
what Mr Knott claims to have interpreted in an aerial photo from

“9 None of the Marshall St houses fit this description.
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the 1940s, rather than anything to do with the current “as found”
state of the houses. It is not possible to protect something that
as already gone (or may never have existed).

Is it a heritage value if houses possibly used to have Ellis and
Burnand joinery or possibly has Ellis & Burnard joinery?

The Oxford Street (East) and Marshall Street houses have all
been privately owned at all times and were never state houses.
We proved this when we provided evidence to rebut Mr Knott’s
original claim that we were Railway cottages, as we were never
owned by Railways. The “early state housing” claim is yet
another example of a typology that would require time travel as
most of the Oxford Street houses were built before state
housing. Is there any housing typology that Mr Knott does not
think our seven or twelve little houses are?

Knott Rebuttal

By documentary evidence regarding Ellis and Burnand, Mr Knott
meant that Ms Kellaway®® had told him this.

“Parallel” gables was a typo™'. He meant “perpendicular”

Removal

Despite four attempts by Mr Knott, no evidence was ever
provided of any historic heritage for this HHA. However, the
HHA was still ranked as having “moderate” heritage value.

On 26 February 2024, all the “moderate” HHAs were removed.
This is more than 19 months since public notification.

Impact of not performing
a full peer review prior to
public notification

Ratepayers paid for the multiple hearings and the costs which
increased due to HCC not getting it right before public
notification. In addition to Mr Knott being paid for his many
attempts at getting the HHAs right, there were also increased
costs for the project managers (Beca), the commissioners,
lawyer (Mr Muldowney) and hearing admin staff.

Seven written submissions to be reviewed and processed.
Seven oral submissions were heard.

The property owners (also ratepayers) had around 20 months of
high stress as they had to oppose an everchanging fake
“history”.

During this time also:

Two houses were unable to be sold at market value due
to the HHA designation.

Two residents unable to fence their properties to keep
growing children safe®.

Property owners were unable to make future plans.

* Ms Kellaway identified E & B prefabricated houses in Frankton, not in Fairfield. The Oxford (East) houses have
no similarity to the Frankton East HHA houses.

L This “typo” appears in four reports prepared by two independent heritage consultants.

%2 Both properties (35A Oxford and 36 Marshall Street) had high fences built within a month of the removal of the

HHA.

Page 19 of 32




Page 20 of 32



Appendix C: Wild/Archifact Peer Review 2022

1. A desktop peer review was performed prior to public notification by Mr Wild at Archifact
Consultants Ltd.

2. Mr Wild raised concerns with the use of consistency criteria to identify historic heritage.
He noted that Mr Knott's HHA details were generic and did not describe their heritage

values.

3. Mr Wild also recommended that more work be done on six HHAs and that he believed
that the eleven 1960s and 70s brick HHAs did not warrant inclusion in the District Plan.
In total, this brief peer review raised issues with 17/32 HHAs, even without trying to

validate any heritage values.

4. The peer review was not published on the PC9 website. The Archifact report was
provided to me under an LGOIMA request and was not otherwise made available to
potential submitters. It is uncertain whether it was provided to the District Plan
Committee.>

5. Mr Wild noted that he felt a desktop review was inadequate for what was needed. Mr
Wild was paid $6,800>* for his report. The later HHA peer reviews (which cost around
$100,000 in total) included many of the recommendations made by Mr Wild.

%3 | emailed Mayor Southgate, Cr Thompson and Cr O’Leary asking if they saw the report when on the committee
but received no response.
¥ L GOIMA response 19/10/24 (which contradicted previous LGOIMA response)
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memorandum

archifact

architecture & (=== 4% ilay]

for:  hamilton city council

attn:  katherine hu

from: archifact — architecture & conservation Itd (archifact)

date: 6 June 2022

re:

plan change 9 historic heritage areas peer review

background

a.  The Hamilton City Council [HCC] is preparing documents in support of Flan
Change 9 - historic heritage areas. You have asked that | undertake a Peer
Review of:

the applied methodology;

evaluation criteria; and,

Hamilton Cify Historic Heritage Area Assessment - version 2 dated 267 of
May 2022 prepared by Richard Knott of Richard Knott Limited {RKL).

b.  Inorder to undertake that Peer Review you have supplied me with a number of
documents including, but not limited to:

a copy of the Richard Knoft Limited [RKL] letter addressing HCC NPS-UD

Area Flans:

* A structure for Historic Heritage and Heritage Character Protection in
HCC District Flan; and,

. Criteria far the Identification of Pofential Historic Heritage Areas and
Heritage Character Areas;

a copy of the RKL Hamilton City Council — Hamilfon City Historic Heritage

Area Assessment, dated 107 of April 2022;

a copy of the Hamilton Boundary Extensions 1878 — 2011 plan D-368810;

and,

a copy of the Hamilton City People and Flace Building Age Indicator plan.

¢.  Inaddition to those documents we have also been provided with copies of:

Lifescapes Ltd, Hamifton City Review of Existing Character Areas, March
2020, draft;

Lifescapes Ltd, Hamilton City Review of Exisfing Character Areas, March
2021, final; and,

Maorris, A. and Caunter, M. Kirikiniroa — Hamilton's European Settler
History — Area Plan Area: Hamiffan East, North of Central City, Five Cross
Road and Chartwell. October 2021.
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d. Further to receipt of that material we have also pariicipated in a virtual mesting
held on the 3™ of May 2022 to discuss the tasks and programme.

e Work commissioned to date by the HCC has resulted in the identification of 182
new potential individual sites for inclusion in the Operative District Plan [ODP]
through Plan Change 9 [PC9] as sites of historic heritage value and the
introduction of 32 historic heritage areas [HHAs]. HHAs are not currently
recognised in the ODP. Further, a number of notable trees have been identified
as well as 57 sites of archaeological value.

f. In response to the requirements under provisions of the National Policy
Statement — Urban Development 2020 [NPS-UD] PCS aims to ensure that areas
(and sites) identified as places of historic heritage value constitute ‘qualifying
matiers’ under clause 3.32(1)(a) of the NPS-UD.

2. constraints

In my proposal to undertake this Peer Review | had indicated that ground-proofing a
number of the more consentable areas could aid in resolving consideration of the REL
assessments. This process has not occurred and instead this Peer Review has been
based on my expert skills and my general knowledge of the study area.

3. cradentials

21 My full name is Adam Wild. | am a director of Archifact — architecture &
caonservation limited {Archifact) an Auckland-based architectural practice
specialising in building conservation and heritage management accredited in
accordance with the rules of the New Zealand Institute of Architects (N2IA) and
the Registered Architects Board (RAE). | have been in this position since
December 2003. 1 am a registered architect and Fellow of the NZILA.

2.2 | hold a Master of Aris degree in Consenvation Siudies (Historic Buildings and
Landscapes) from the Institute of Advanced Architectural Studies at the
University of York and a Bachelor of Architeciure degree from the University of
Auckland.

23 lam afull member of the International Council on Monuments and Sites
(ICOMOS) New Zealand, a member of ICOMOS Pasifika, and an expert
member of the International Polar Heritage Committes (IPHC) (a scientific
committee of ICOMOS) and member of the IPHC Sub-Antarctic Islands Working
Group. | am a member of {and Peer Reviewer for) the International Association
for Preservation Technology Intemational and am also a Peer Reviewer for the
Endangered Wooden Buildings Programme at Oxford Brookes University, UK.

2.4 | have undertaken area studies around New Zealand, including in Whangarei,
Auckland, Coromandel, Arrowtown, and Akaroa which have resulied in new
design guidelines for these distinciive historic areas. | am currently, or have
been, conservation architect for a number of nationally and internationally
significant bullding conservation projects. Included amongst these projects are
the Treaty House at Waitanagi (1834); Hulme Court, Auckland (1843); the Old
Govemment House Precinct, Auckland (1840 and 1856; the Heroic Era huts of
Scott and Shackleton in the Antarctic; the former Court House in Apia, Samoa,
and | am currently working as conservation architect on the seismic

archifact g hee pe [2220400]
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25

26

27

341

3.2

3.3

3.4

strengthening and refurbishment project of the Wellington Town Hall for the
Wellington City Council.

| have been associated with the Envisaging Project commissioned by the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints at Temple View since 2011 and am
currently the conservation architect for the Waikato Regional Theatre project on
Victoria Street which includes the former Hamilton Hotel building.

| have been associated with the Depariment of Architecture at Unitec as an
extemnal examiner for their Master of Architecture candidates. Since 2009 | have
acted as guest reviewer and as lecturer in a range of architectural conservation
subjects including contributions to the History of New Zealand Architecture
series at Unitec

In the professional roles | have had and perform today as outlined abaove, | have
acquired a sound working knowledge in the specialist discipline of buillding
conservation, issues relating to the recognition and assessment of cultural
heritage values, and methodologies for conserving these in accordance with
national legislation and national and intemational conservation Charters.

historic heritage in the rma as a matter of national
importance

The purpose of the RMA is to promote the sustainable management of natural
and physical resources. The HCC has, through the ODP and proposed Disfrict
Flan (FDP) set out the purpose of meeting Council’s obligation under the RMA
to recognise historic heritage, and more particularly “profect” recognised historic
heritage from "inappropriafe subdivision, use, and development”, as a matter of
national importance aligned with Section 6(f) of the RMA.®

The ‘protection’ afforded historic heritage by the EMA does not preclude change,
bt test whether development in the historic heritage context is ‘inappropriate’ in
accordance with the protection afforded historic heritage at s6({f). Of note the
RMA qualifies ‘protection’ as being concemed with “appropriafe subdivision, use,
and development”, so the test for anticipated change in a heritage context must
e measured against consideration of “appropriateness”. The RMA anticipates
change and development in the historic heritage context where it is “appropriate.

In addition to the RMA consideration of historic heritage, the Heritage Mew
Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act (WZHPTA) (2014) operates as a parallel legislative
regime. Its sole purpose (Part 1 section 3) is to:
“promaote the identification, profection, presenvation, and consenvation of
historical and cultural hertage of New Zealand”.

It is also acknowledged that sites and areas associated with human activity
before 1500 may be defined, in accordance with the Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga Act 2014, as an archaeological sites.

! RMA Part 2 Section 6(f)

L=l

hocpec @
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4. historic heritage in the opd

4.1 the hamilton city council — operative-district plan

The ‘protection’ afforded historic heritage as a matter of national importance in the
RMA focusses on the appropriateness of anticipated subdivision, use, and
development and implies an expectation for change and not a veto to it In giving
effect to the RMA such an understanding is reflected in the ODF where development
is not regarded as a prohibited activity but is necessarily considered against a high
threshold.

5. plan change 8 — historic heritage areas

a.  The Briefing Document Plan Change 8 — Hisforic Herifage and Natural
Environments, dated April 2022 prepared by the HCC proposes a range of
criteria to be applied. The first approach here is thematic and chronological, but
| wonder if a finer-grained thematic approach might better reflect locally
distinctive herntage area triggers? Equally, while the “dominance” of the private
car may be considered a generator to development areas (suburbs), the
particular heritage values that distinguishes an area may be better reflected and
more clearly expressed as legibly distinct design principles of subdivision
patterns and architectural response specific to those areas.

b. The Plan Change 9 — Historic Herifage Ares Briefing document dated 27 April
2022 also promotes a range of consistency assessment criteria which | do not
contest. However, | do question the qualifier used under the criterion
responding to “consistent design and layvout responds to the topography” as | am
unconvinced how this criterion is a primary determinant to identifying an area's
particular historic heritage values and what those values are.

¢c. | donot agree with the proposed criteria approach in looking for consistency
across a number of atiributes necessarily reflects and supports the identification
of an area as having historic heritage value. There is a risk in conflating areas of
special character as areas of historic heritage value and in doing 50 having
these areas constitute a qualifying matter under the any ofher matter’ catch-all
provision of the NPS-UD.

d. “character’ is not listed as a matter of national importance under Part 2 s6.
Instead it is typically considered under “other matters™ in s7(c) and (f), which
focus on overall amenity.

5.1 methodology

a. | am generally supportive of the ranking and scoring approach promoted for
HHAs. | am convinced by Mr Knott's approach to the identification of some
HHAs based on the collective values of individually listed assets within those
areas as contributing to the recognition of the wider area’s recognisable historic
heritage value. However, some proposed HHAs do not, in my opinion, have an
equally clear distinction that can be drawn. | feel that some proposed HHAS (as
evidenced through the assessment sheets) risk redefining Special Character
areas as some form of de facto HHA. Mr Knott's letter of the 20" of September
2021 makes the point well that:

hoe pe 9 [22204060]
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‘the use of the ferm Historic Character Area causes confusion, as it
appears to add confusion by referring fo matfers covered by both s6
(matfers of national imparfance — including () historic herifage) and 57
(other matters — including (c) the maintenance and enhancement of
amenity values.”

For these reasons and that “risk™ | prefer a single category of HHA based on the
principles distinguishing an HHA as something clearly supported by historic
heritage values above what might otherwise be considered amenity matters.

With that in mind, | would be interested in exploring more and undersianding
better the analysis undertaken by WSP with respect to the identification they
have underiaken that has seen the promotion of a further 182 individual sites as
these become key determinants to the recognition of potential wider HHA
values. It does seem to me that a greater reliance on the earlier Review of
Existing Character Areas prepared by Lifescapes Lid in 2020 and 2021 has
besen applied without a more particular historic heritage lens having been
applied. The risk here is the potential for a conflation between special character
and historic heritage.

| consider the promotion of “five perods of development which have historic
heritage significance in the development of the city™ to be a rather bald
approach and lacks a level of specificity or particularity that may have been
better drawn out in a thematic study drawing on a wider basis for assessment
and which might better identify more historic heritage values that distinguish
HHAs form each other based on pariicular values. | feel that some of the subtly
and sophistication that modem Hamilton draws on risks being missed (for
example villa suburbs distinct from railway housing, cultural areas, commercial
centres, industrial areas, or architectural quality as opposad to mass
production).

| feel the current approach appears o focus too heavily on ‘residential’ as a
theme and misses other HHA typologies such as commercial areas (accepting
the inclusion of HHA #31 Vicloria Streetf).

| note, by way of contrast to the approach taken here, that the Auckland Council,
in assessing HHAs?, requires that in addition to describing the historic heritage
values of the area (something that appears lacking here), HHA statements also
include those criteria (topography, lost size subdivision pattemns etc) that have
been examined and that the respective statements of significance are typically
more comprehensive than those for individual assets.

| consider an area (like a group) needs, by definition, to warrant at least three
elements to provide sufficient critical mass to wamant HHA recognition. Critically
a sufficient critical mass should be recognisable to warrant the identification of
an HHA. The proposed HHA #2 Anglesea Sfeet HHA comprises only four sites.
| believe the Section 6 Assessment in the RKL Hamilfon City Council — Hamilton
City Historic Heritage Area Assessment would be more robust in recognising

RKL HHA Assessment reporf {107 Apnl 2022), p18
Auckland Council, Methodology and guidance for evaluating Auckland’s historc hertage, August
2020, Version 2
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HHAs as including three or more “inferrelafed but not necessanly contiguous
individual historic heritage items”.

h. Use of StreetView images should be avoided.

h.2 criteria

a. | support the approach promoted in the Plan Change 8 — Historic Herifage Areas
Briefing document dated 27 April 2022 document that locks to “extend to areas
developed over the periods of 19605 and 19705 [._J, but remain mindful of my
commenis in the Methodology review (above) that a wider thematic study (see
my comment at 5.1c above) may have lent greater sophistication to the criteria
to be applied and the recognition of distinctive HHAs.

b.  The REL Ramiiton City Council — Hamilton City Historic Heritage Area
Aszsessment, refers to and appears to rely on the themes and criteria applied in
the Special Character Study 2020. | think this is a potentially flawed approach,
as the identification of historic heritage (collectively as HHAs) is necessarily
drawn through a different lens. | note also that Mr Knoit has visited the
“significant majority of streefs which confained a predominance of pre-1980
buildings”, but fear that unless a comprehensive historic heritage assessment is
undertaken it may expose the process to levels of scrutiny it cannot resist.

c.  While | agree with the approach Mr Knott has applied to the identification of the
potential structure for historic heritage in the Hamilion District Plan for HHAs, |
think some further refinement is still required in order to clearly define heritage
value as without clarity on the meaning and threshold such descriptors represent
it leaves scope for a lack of clarty and subsequent challenge.

5.3 identification of proposed areas

a. | believe that any HHAs containing individually listed historic heritage assets
would be well supported with identification of those various individually-listed
sites that collectively distinguish those areas.

b, The suggested thematic and chronological criteria approach promoted may risk
over-simplifying the complex evolutionary historic heritage values evident in the
proposed Temple View Heritage Area? The shift from education to housing and
enhancement of and focus on the Temple complex and wider public landscape
generated by the same organisation and community adds a number of site-
specific matters of interest for consideration, but it seems a little too simplistic to
bundle the whole change into one area?

C. The Assessment identifies 32 proposed HHAs. 9 HHAs identified are highly
supportable and their distinctive heritage values are clearly recognisable.
However, | believe the reasons for identifying Temple View (being one of these
supportable areas) warrants some reconsideration. A further 10 HHAs may be
supportable, but warrant greater clarity on their particular historic heritage values
before they can be more enthusiastically supported. 14 HHAs identified lack a
sufficiently clear assessment statement describing their particular and distinctive
historic heritage values and risk being perceived as conflated Special
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Character areas, and as such should not be pursued through PC9, HHA #17
Lamont Street et al being a case in point.

| am a little confused as the distinction between proposed HHA Graham Street
and the wider proposed HHA Hamiffon East area as Graham Steet appears to
lig inside the Hamitton East HHA and is described as part of the “planned
subdivision of the main Hamilfon East HHA®, but MR N=Knott has indicated that
the distinction comes from its particular topography.

| wonder at the proposal of the HHA Oxford Streef East et al as a perceptible
HHA when it comprises houses addressing different streets and the sense of
collective value is accordingly disrupted. This can be contrasted with proposed
HHA Riro Street or proposed HHA Springfield Crescent which comprises Lots
facing each other that can perceived collectively.

My overall impression of the individual one-page Summary Statements for the

32 proposed HHAs is that they are too generic and lack the necessary specificity
to distinguish areas from each other or describe their paricular historic heritage
values. | have found the commentary lacks a substantive qualifier describing the
particular HHA values evident for each proposed HHA.

| believe a map of each area which shows the defined extent of each HHA
should, where applicable, identify each of the various individually-listed historic
assets within the HHA.

conclusion
| believe there is great merit in identifying HHAs in Hamilton City.

| believe there is ment in a finer-grained analysis that distinguishes HHAs from
the previously recognised areas of Special Heritage Character areas and
provides discipline in not conflating special character with historic heritage in
robust District Plan-making.

| believe that while generally those proposed HHAsS with more clearly
recognisable historic heritage values (such as the collective value of an area
containing a number of individually listed historic heritage assets) are
supportable and should be promoted through the PCS process, | have concems
about the robustness of assessment and HHA statement supporting inclusion of
many of the proposed HHAs that have been identified through the Hamilton City
Special Character Study 2020.

| would like to see more specific and particular historic heritage commentary in
each of the HHA statements that provide clarity to distinguishing their respective
historic heritage values as currently | find these are foo generic.

In considering the 32 proposed HHAS | have applied a consenvative approach to
the support of those HHAs | consider to appropriately cross the threshold for

recognition and protection afforded them through inclusion in the Hamilton City
District Plan.
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f. Based on the material | have been able to consider, of the 32 proposed HHAs
advocated | believe the following 15 areas warrant identification and protection
in the District Plan:

Claudelands

Fairfield Road

Franklin Raitway Village

Graham Street

Hamilton East

Hayes Paddock

Marama Street

Marire Avenue, Pamr and Taniwha Streets
Matai, Hinau and Rata Streets
Myrile Street and Te Aroha (West)
Cixford Street (West)

Te Arohas (East)

Temple View

Victoria Street

Wilson Street and Pinfold Avenue
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g. Based on the material | have been ahle to consider, of the 32 proposed HHAS
advocated | believe the following 6 areas warrant further testing before they can
be appropriately considered for inclusion and protection in the District Plan:

Anglesea Street
Casey Avenue
Chamberlain Place
Cixford Street (East)
Riro Street

Sare Crescent
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h.  Based on the material | have been ahle to consider, of the 32 proposed HHAS
advocated | believe the following 12 areas do not warrant inclusion in the District
Plan:

Acacia Crescent

Ashbury Avenue

Augusta, Casper and Roseberg Strests
Cattanach Sireet

Hooker Avenue

Jamieson Crascent

Jennifer Place

Lamont, Freemont, Egmont and Claremont
Seifert Street

Springfiled Street

Sunnyhills Avenue.
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Appendix D: 18 Jan 2023 Memo

REQUEST FOR GM APPROVAL

To: Blair Bowcott

From: Mark Davey

Subject: Plan Change 9 Hearings - Direct Appointment — Origin Consultants Ltd

Date: 18 January 2023 File:

1.0 Purpose of this Memo

The purpose of this memao is to seek GM approval in accordance with the HCC
financial delegation policy, to make a direct appointment of a supplier who is
not on the LASS professional services panel.

It is proposed to appoint Origin Consultants Ltd (represented by Robin Miller and
Lucy King) to provide HCC with technical heritage expertise and support
through the hearings process for Plan Change 9.

This appointment relates specifically to Historic Heritage Areas (HHA's) defined as
“An identified area with historic heritage value which are representative of their
development period ond ore consistent in their physical and visual gualities,
including street pattern, lot loyout and density, natural environment, housing

typologies and street frontage patterns”.

2.0 Background

The suite of provisions related to Plan Change 9 were publicly notified on 22 July
2022, The broad objective of the plan change is to update the District Plan to help
ensure the various provisions and rules enable growth while protecting Hamilton's

unigue historic heritage and natural environment.

During the preparation of the plan change documentation, Richard Knott Ltd was
appointed and provided input an the identification and proposed rule framework for
HHA's. Mr. Knott produced a report in which 32 new HHA's across the city were
identified. Through the submission process, 710 individual submission points
specifically related to HHA's were received.

m Hamilton City Counc i
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As several submissions seek to challenge the proposed provisions, including the methodology and
assessment used by Mr. Knott (for the identification and assessment of the HHA's), a key part of the
hearing will be to justify to the independent panel that the process and methodology used is
consistent with international best practice and similar to what has been applied in other cities. In
order to achieve that, it was agreed (together with Mr. Muldowney), to engage and obtain advice
from other, suitably qualified heritage experts.

Crigin Consultants will provide evidence in the form of a peer review of Mr. Knotts evidence. Origin
Consultants will review a select number of the HHAs which Mr. Knott identified and assess the
robustness of Mr. Knotts application of the method and whether in Origin Consultants view, these
HHAs are worthy of identification.

3.0 Practice Profile

=  rigin Consultants are a multi-disciplinary practice based in Arrowtown and
Dumedin specialising in the conservation and adaptive reuse of New Zealand's
diverse built heritage. They hawve skills assodated with heritage (architectural,
building surveying, conservation, planning, research and archaeclogy) under
one roof and the company has been involved in historic building conservation,
primarily, in the southern half of the South Island for nearly 30 years.

#  Further, they have prepared numerous Conservation Plans and Heritage
Assessments across NZ including the Christchurch region and were involved in
the 2016 Cathedral Working Group which determined that the Anglican
Cathedral in Christchurch was capable of retention and repair.

= They have carried out many archaeclogical projects under the requirements of
the Heritage Mew Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 including archasological
assessments, site monitoring and preparation of reports.

Where possible, we have used suppliers who are LASS approved, however in some
instances due to the specialist nature of the technical input required and/or the
scarcity of available external resource in these disciplines, this has not been possible.
The proposed maximum spend for this input is 545,000.00

Supplier Role Additional Company Estimated
Expertise
Robin Miller Technical Planning Origin cost
and Lucy King Heritage Consultants $45,000
Expert Ltd
m Hamilton City Councl
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4.0 Recommendation

It is recommended that the General Manager, City Growth (for costs under
50,000) approve the direct appointment of this 1 consultant.

Approved by Unit Manager
Mark Davey
Date: 17,/01,/2023
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Approved by General Manager
Blair Bowcott
Date: 18/01/2023
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