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Overview and purpose

This report is a section 32 analysis of the prowisiin the Proposed Natural
Resources Plan for the Wellington Region (refetoeds the proposed Plan or
PNRP) for sites with significant historic heritagalues. The report explains
the resource management issue, regulatory andypadictext and options for
addressing the issue in the proposed Plan. Itptsades the reasoning behind
the provisions in the proposed Plan, and an evaluatf the extent to which

the proposed provisions (policies, rules and otmmthods) are the most
effective and efficient means of achieving the syl objectives. This report
should be read in conjunction with the report “@mluction to the Resource
Management Act 1991 section 32 reports”, to undecstthe context and
approach for evaluation undertaken for the develmof the proposed Plan.

Section 32(2) of the Resource Management Act 1BO4A) states:
(2) An assessment under subsection (1)(b)(ii) must—

(a) identify and assess the benefits and costs of k@ommental,
economic, social, and cultural effects that arei@pated from the
implementation of the provisions, including the appnities for—

(i) economic growth that are anticipated to be provided
reduced; and

(i) employment that are anticipated to be provided or
reduced; and

(b) if practicable, quantify the benefits and costserefd to in
paragraph (a); and

(c) assess the risk of acting or not acting if thereurxertain or
insufficient information about the subject mattéthe provisions

Maori historic heritage

The definition of historic heritage in section 2tk RMA includes sites of
significance to Mori. Wellington Regional Council has engaged extastg

with mana whenua in the development of the propoB&h, including
convening a group of kaitiaki as technical advisdrse kaitiaki wanted to
determine for themselves how sites of significarioe Maori would be

identified and provided for in the proposed Plan.

Although some of the identified sites with signéfit historic heritage values
do also have [bri heritage value, the sites of significance taokl went
through a different process for identification, dadthe most part, the kaitiaki
were not interested in being closely involved witle identification or
evaluation of the historic heritage sites, so thaye been treated as separate
matters in the proposed Plan development. Pledse @ the Section 32
report: Maori values, for further detail and analysis abohe tsites of
significance to Mori.
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1.2

Reference to other evaluation reports

There are other section 32 reports that are alswaet to historic heritage
management. Please refer to these other reporfsirtbier detail about these
topic areas:

* Section 32 report: Management of the Coastal Makirea
e Section 32 report: Activities in the Coastal Marea

» Section 32 report: Natural hazards

* Section 32 report: Kbri values

Resource management issue

The issues identified from the regional engagenvesite articulated in the
issues report supporting the draft Natural ResauRlan (GWRC 2014) (note
that the issue number below relates to that uséusrreport).

There is one significant regional resource managenssue relating to sites
with significant historic heritage values as follw

1.14 Degradation and destruction of historic heggaplaces, sites
and areas, including those significant tazdfi, results in the loss
of significant historic heritage and the associatedues.

Historic heritage provides a connection to those lited before us. It helps us
define who we are and contributes to our senselaafep Once destroyed, it
cannot be replaced. Our history is found in bothtdngible physical remains
and in the intangible values associated with ogeators. For Mori, places of
cultural and historic heritage are integral to wmding, and mana whenua are
very concerned about the destruction of placesifgignt to them. Historic
heritage is not just about history, but also celfuarchaeology, architecture,
science and technology.

Though there is not extensive documented evidemaadasure the extent of
historic heritage loss in the coastal marine am faeshwater bodies, it is
known that there is little in the operative regibplans to prevent such loss. At
the time the operative regional plans were prepawdllington Regional
Council did not consider it a priority to protecastoric heritage values, but this
has now changed. There has also been communityegoabdout the loss of
historic heritage values (Parminter 2011).

Analysis of the state of the environment and theraive plans’ historic

heritage provisions show that the level of inforimatknown about many
historic heritage sites is poor, particularly foclaaeological sites. This lack of
knowledge puts significant historic heritage si#gisk of damage or loss of
those heritage values (Swierczynski 2008).
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Regulatory and policy context

Resource Management Act

The Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environmestiewed heritage
management in New Zealand in 1996 and found thatlidbislation had not
been effective. This review led to the inclusiorh@dtoric heritage as a section
6 matter of national importance in the Resource ag@ment Amendment Act
2003, whereas it had previously been a sectiontiefomatter’ that had less
priority. Expectations for heritage management hasen since the operative
regional plans were prepared, and the regional @buis now expected to
“recognise and provide for... the protection of higtoheritage from
inappropriate subdivision, use and developmentseantion 6(f) of the RMA.
The proposed Plan must show how it recognises aadides for historic
heritage and its protection from inappropriate $wbthn, use and
development.

It should be noted that the definitimf historic heritage in the RMA includes
archaeological sites. Heritage New Zealand PouliE@enga has some
regulatory control over the modification, damage destruction of
archaeological sites via the Heritage New ZealamohBre Taonga Act 2014,
mainly to ensure that archaeological sites arerdstbas they are destroyed.
Often there are misconceptions that because Heritgyw Zealand Pouhere
Taonga issues archaeological authorities for sitaification and damage,
local authorities do not need to be responsible dozhaeological sites.
However, this is not the case, and the RMA requilhes archaeological sites
be protected from inappropriate subdivision, use development just as for
other types of historic heritage.

Section 12(1)(g) of the RMA states “no person niayhe coastal marine area,
destroy, damage, or disturb any foreshore or seabed manner that has or is
likely to have an adverse effect on historic hgetanless expressly allowed by
a national environmental standard, a rule in aoregi coastal plan as well as a
rule in a proposed regional coastal plan for threeseegion (if there is one), or
a resource consent”. This section was added inR#gource Management
Amendment Act 2003.

When preparing or changing any regional plan, sac@i6(2)(c)(iia) requires
that regional councils have regard to “[any] relfgvantry on the New Zealand
Heritage List/Rrangi Korero required by the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga Act 2014” to the extent that it has a beaadn resource management
issues of the region. The New Zealand Heritage/Risangi Korero is a
repository of information about recognised sigrfit historic heritage places.
Heritage New Zealand does not regulate proposedgesato these listed
places, but makes recommendations to local auid®mrias part of the
identification process.

Section 66(1) requires regional councils to “prepand change any regional
plan in accordance with its functions under sec80nthe provisions of Part 2,
a direction given under section 25A(1), its dutyden section 32, and any
regulations”. Section 30(1)(a) specifies “the eksalnent, implementation,
and review of objectives, policies, and methods aichieve integrated
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3.3

3.4

management of the natural and physical resourcéiseofegion” as a function
for the purpose of giving effect to the RMA.

New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement

A national policy statement is an instrument avddaunder the RMA to help
local government decide how competing national finend local costs
should be balanced. The national policy statementttie coast, the New
Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010(NZCPS), basna of its objectives
the following:

To enable people and communities to provide foir tkecial,
economic, and cultural wellbeing and their healthdasafety,
through subdivision, use, and development, recaynis
that...historic heritage in the coastal environmengektensive but
not fully known, and vulnerable to loss or damagemf
inappropriate subdivision, use, and development.

Policy 17 of the NZCPS specifies that historic tage in the coastal
environment be protected “from inappropriate suistim, use and
development”. The policy also provides detail abootv protection should be
achieved, including through identification of histoheritage and providing for
integrated management via policies, rules and atiethods (Department of
Conservation 2010).

Regional Policy Statement for the Wellington Re  gion

Historic heritage is addressed in section 3.5 efRegional Policy Statement
for the Wellington Region (RPS). The regionallyrsfigant issue is: “Loss of
heritage values as a result of inappropriate moation, use and destruction of
historic heritage.” The objective is to identifydaprotect historic heritage from
“inappropriate modification, use and development”.

The policy response is that regional plans iderdifgl protect places, sites and
areas with significant historic heritage valuesngsspecified criteria (Policy
21). These criteria include evaluation of histarédues, physical values, social
values, tangata whenua values, surroundings, ranitl representativeness. In
addition, regional plans shall include policiedesuand/or other methods that
protect significant historic heritage values framappropriate subdivision, use
and development and avoid the destruction of urifilesh archaeological sites
and wahi tapu with significant historic heritage valu€olicy 22).

There is also an interim policy (Policy 46) thantans a list of matters to
consider when determining whether or not histogcithge will be adversely
affected when considering resource consents, motiteequirement and when
changing, varying or replacing plans. This policyll wnly apply until the
relevant district or regional plan has operativevggions that comply with the
identification and protection policies.

Operative regional plans

The way in which historic heritage is provided farthe operative plans is
insufficient. This is due to those plans being maxberative prior to the
elevation of protection of historic heritage toection 6 matter in the RMA
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amendment in 2003. There is only cursory identifaza of some historic
heritage places in the operative Regional Coaslah For the Wellington
Region (RCP), and no historic heritage schedulethénRegional Freshwater
Plan for the Wellington Region. The limited poligieegarding historic heritage
lack clarity and consequently have not providedicent direction.

Appendix 4 of the RCP is a table that lists 22ezd¢ and buildings of historic
merit. All of them are in the coastal marine ardg@eent to Wellington City
and Hutt City. There are no places of relevanceKapiti, Porirua or the
Wairarapa. No shipwrecks are noted, though therereamny known to be in the
coastal marine area. The table has three colunamsenlocation and structure.
The information is vague; for example, the Evany Baa Wall entry is as

follows:
Name Location Structure
Evans Bay Sea Wall Evans Bay Sea Wall

Most of the sites are not mapped, and there isnfaymation in the table to
identify the boundaries of a feature of historicrind he only historic heritage
map in the RCP shows heritage features in the LamHarbour Development
Area. In some cases, a whole wharf was identifiddle in others it is only the
wharf edges. There is no explanation as to whatitathe wharf edge is to be
protected. There is also no information about Whstioric heritage values are
attributed to any of the features. The operatianpldo not meet the purpose
and principles of the RMA.

4. Evaluation of the proposed objective

Section 32(1)(a) of the RMA requires that an eviaduareport must “examine
the extent to which the objectives of the proptsahg evaluated are the most
appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the Athé appropriateness test
applied consists of four standard criteria: releemsefulness, reasonableness
and achievability. These criteria can be summargsefbllows:

* Relevance - is the objective related to addressirgsource management
issue? Will it achieve one or more aspects of tipgse and principles of
the RMA?

» Usefulness — will the objective guide decision-magki Does it meet sound
principles for writing objectives?

* Reasonableness — what is the extent of the regulatgpact imposed on
individuals, businesses or the wider communityi®? irsasonable?

* Achievability — can the objective be achieved witiols and resources
available, or likely to be available, to the loaakhority?

4.1 Operative objective

The most relevant RCP objective (Objective 4.1.68ates only to historic
heritage of significance to tangata whenua. As RMA defines historic
heritage much more broadly, this objective is rdgcuate. It will not achieve
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421

the purpose and principles of the RMA or give dftecthe NZCPS or RPS, so
is no longer relevant or useful.

Proposed objective

In order to achieve the purpose and principleshef RMA, and to meet the
expectations of the RPS and NZCPS for historicthge, Wellington Regional
Council proposes the following objective:

Objective O34

Significant historic heritage values are protectddom inappropriate
modification, use and development.

The objective is relevant because it will addréssresource management issue
for historic heritage. It will recognise and proeidor historic heritage as a
matter of national importance, and implement thetdnic heritage policies of
the RPS and NZCPS by ensuring that significantohstheritage is not
inappropriately modified, used or developed.

The objective will be useful as it will help guidecision-making about when
it is appropriate to modify, use or develop histoheritage places. The
objective is specific, relates to the issue arnsl dear what is to be achieved. It
does not specify a timeframe as the nature of fiistoeritage means that
protection from inappropriate modification, use addvelopment cannot
necessarily be achieved in the proposed Plan ahbevbngoing beyond it.

There will be some additional costs to resourcesenn applicants to assess
potential impacts on historic heritage. Howeveresth costs are already
imposed by the RPS policies and are unavoidablés tifficult to predict
precisely what historic heritage assessment wit cover the life of the
proposed Plan as they will only be needed whereeglare scheduled. Some of
the places already scheduled in the RCP would moatio be scheduled in the
proposed Plan, so this would not create additiooasts. Due to the
jurisdictional boundaries of the proposed Plan, fprwvate properties are
affected. Many of the historic heritage sites idext in the proposed Plan may
never be subject to a proposed activity. An inibgsessment of effects on
historic heritage values would cost a resource emnapplicant approximately
$1500. Any additional costs to avoid adverse effect historic heritage values
would depend on the nature of the project and tethaus used.

Wellington Regional Council has already incurredgtsoin comprehensively
identifying historic heritage values and documemtimem in inventory reports.
This information is expected to be useful to alitigs involved with decision-
making about the appropriateness of proposed watkscheduled historic
heritage sites, and will reduce the costs for iltial consent applicants. It will
also be an important public resource about coastdl freshwater historic
heritage for the region.

The objective is achievable as the proposed Plarstygporting policies to help
decision-makers determine what is appropriate.
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5.1

Conclusion for proposed objective

The new objective seeks to address the shortcomafighaving limited
operative provisions, and creates a clear andi@ftigolicy tool with which
decision-makers and plan users can assess proposeities that may affect
sites with significant historic heritage values.eTdissessment of the proposed
objective shows the following:

The proposed objective is relevant as it:
* Gives effect to the RMA, NZCPS, and RPS

* Uses language and terminology that is consistetit thie RMA, NZCPS
and RPS

» Effectively addresses a regionally significant essu
The proposed objective is useful in achieving thepse of the RMA as it:

* Is consistent with the guidance and national dibacprovided in the
NZCPS and RPS

* Provides clear, consistent and comprehensive owsosought to be
achieved

The assessment also shows that the proposed objestmore efficient and
comprehensive than the operative objective andoiemrelevant and useful in
achieving the purpose of the RMA.

It is reasonable as WRC has undertaken the indteitification work and the
change in the regulatory impact is low, and it chiavable because the
information allows an assessment of the effecengfactivity which is applied
for under the provisions in the proposed Plan.

Analysis of proposed provisions

The proposed Plan seeks to comprehensively idesifyificant historic

heritage and its values to ensure that those vaares protected from
inappropriate modification, use and developmenlickes are needed to guide
decision-making about when activities would be appate.

Proposed policies

Policies P46 and P47 are the primary policies itesswith significant historic
heritage values. Both of these policies implemenlickes 22(a) and 46 of the
RPS. Policy 22(a) requires the proposed Plan tludecpolicies, rules and/or
other methods that protect historic heritage valdesm inappropriate
subdivision, use and development. Policy 46 reguléellington Regional
Council to have particular regard to specifiedeci# when determining if an
activity is appropriate. These RPS policies mustgben effect to in the
proposed Plan; therefore, Wellington Regional Cduwannot escape the costs
associated with their implementation. Some of thassts have already been
incurred through the identification of the schedusdtes. There will be some
additional administration costs for Wellington Ragal Council to consider
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5.2

these policies, and for consent applicants to pvassessments of any
potential effects.

Policy P46 contains criteria to evaluate whethenatr the effects on historic
heritage values of a proposed activity would beraypate. These criteria are
based on the criteria in Policy 46 of the RPS arefed for the proposed Plan.
Access to the already completed inventory repolisuti each scheduled
historic heritage place will help assess the pakgffects of activities on the
significant historic heritage values.

The premise of Policy P47 is that demolition of itage structures is
inappropriate, however the policy also recognides limited circumstances
under which demolition of a significant historicritege structure may be
appropriate. The circumstances are listed in theyothat is where it “is
substantially damaged by fire or natural hazardd &m is not reasonably
practicable to repair it”. As a result of submissioon the draft Natural
Resources Plan, the proposed Policy P47 adds #mbldion may also be
appropriate where a structure has become a pdteatety hazard to the public
and it is not reasonably practicable to repairegardless of whether or not a
fire or natural hazard event has occurred.

The policy does not require the decision-makeraduither balancing of other
policies within the PNRP to determine if demolitiom principle, is
appropriate. It is expected that consent applicavitie wish to demolish a
scheduled structure will provide evidence of howhtacally difficult or
prohibitively expensive it would be to repair i§ well as how it was damaged
or why it is considered unsafe. The decision-makauld still need to consider
the other policies of the PNRP to determine if #féects of the specific
proposal were acceptable.

An advice note has also been included with Polidy B clarify that should
any of the circumstances in the policy apply, dmté¢fore demolition deemed
appropriate, the relevant matters listed in Polké are still to be considered.
For example, there may be an ability to retain quiei or special materials” and
reuse these in a subsequent development.

There was some consideration of whether or nocP&#7 should also deem
demolition appropriate for preventative climate i@ activities. However, it

was determined that as historic heritage is a Spdtart 2 matter in the RMA

and climate change is not, it is not appropriatpresdetermine that demolition
would be acceptable for preventative climate chaegsons. Further, it is not
certain that climate change effects would necdgsaave adverse impacts on
the significance of historic heritage values. Poaraple, a significant historic

sea wall that was inundated by sea level rise woaldinue to have significant
historic heritage values even if it was under water

Rules

The rules have been written to prioritise the reguent for resource consent
only where necessary to protect historic heritagkies. Other options were
considered, particularly having a higher resouroasent activity status for
demolition, but the other options were considereefficient and ineffective.
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Further detail about these other options can baddn section 6 below and
Table A2 in the Appendix.

The extensive evaluation of historic heritage digance undertaken to
identify places for scheduling in the proposed Rias resulted in a great deal
of information being available about the signifitdmstoric heritage values
present at each scheduled place. This has allowéd target historic heritage
regulation for those activities with potentially vaedse effects on historic
heritage values. Where an activity is unlikely &sult in adverse effects on
historic heritage values, resource consent woutdaaequired. There are five
different schedules to ensure that the regulategyme is specific and targeted.

For example, one of the historic heritage valuethefgroupings of boatsheds
at Te Awarua-o-Porirua Harbour and Evans Bay isettiectic nature of their
materials. Therefore, alterations to boatshedsitichide a change of materials
are permitted, provided the size of the boatshedois changed and other
general conditions are met. Similarly, there wobkl no reason to decline
consent to replace a rotten wooden wharf pile witdifferent material, so
consent is not required for this kind of alteratidie tightest controls are for
structures where changes in materials could adyers#ect the historic
heritage values. Skerrett Boat Shed in Whiorau/lyowiay is significant
because of its timber materials and unique pictuessiting; any proposed
changes to its materials would require a restrictiedretionary consent, with
discretion restricted to effects on historic heyitavalues, public access, public
open space and visual amenity, lighting and naigerference with natural
processes including shoreline stability, and thevirenmental effects
associated with construction activities.

A number of historic heritage places have beentifiet in and above the beds
of rivers and streams. There are no rules in tbpgsed Plan that specifically
regulate historic heritage places in freshwateridsotiecause historic heritage
is not a land-use function of regional councilséttion 30 of the RMA. The
regional council is therefore unable to make repafor historic heritage
purposes in the beds of rivers and streams. HoweéAeitlington Regional
Council still must recognise and provide for higtoneritage as a section 6
matter, so Policies P46 and P47 will apply in ditres where discretionary or
non-complying consent is required for some activitgrritorial authorities are
encouraged to consider scheduling these placeistinct plans as well, where
historic heritage can be regulated.

Schedules

Wellington Regional Council has sufficient inforneet to support scheduling
a number of sites with significant historic hergagalues. The identification
and evaluation of significant historic heritage bagn guided by Policy 21 of
the RPS. These places are identified in Schedulas E5 and the related GIS
layers and maps. A question that often comes @s$essing resource consent
applications is what historic heritage values aedcied place has. Having
these values identified and evaluated up frontmdke assessing any potential
effects easier for resource consent applicantanstdss and decision-makers
alike. Further, identification of significant histo heritage values is required
by RPS Policy 21 and NZCPS Policy 17.
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The development of the schedules has involved glaceinsideration over a
number of years. As there were few places scheduldd operative plans, the
first step was to determine what sites to evalaatk secondly to commission
scoping reports. These reports identified differeahemes important to
Wellington’s history, listed places that should eealuated, and included
extensive bibliographies where more information Ve&sited. These lists were
reviewed and amended through consultation with teigei New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga.

Conservation architects, historians and an archgestlwere then tasked with
evaluating each of places listed in the scopin@mefp determine whether or
not significant historic heritage values were pnés@he criteria used were
those in Policy 21 of the RPS, which include thH&feing:

(@) historic values: these relate to the history of lacg and how it
demonstrates important historical themes, eventspple or
experiences.

(1) themes: the place is associated with important éseimn
history or patterns of development.

(ii) events: the place has an association with an irapbevent
or events in local, regional or national history.

(i) people: the place is associated with the life orkemf an
individual, group or organisation that has madégaificant
contribution to the district, region or nation.

(iv) social: the place is associated with everyday e&pees
from the past and contributes to our understandihghe
culture and life of the district, region or nation.

(b) physical values: these values relate to the phlysicgdence present.

0] archaeological: there is potential for archaeolalgic
investigation to contribute new or important infation
about the human history of the district, regiomation.

(ii) architectural: the place is notable for its stylesign, form,
scale, materials, ornamentation, period, craftsiman®or
other architectural values.

(iif) technological: the place provides evidence of tisoly of
technological development or demonstrates innomato
important methods of construction or design.

(iv) integrity: the significant physical values of théage have
been largely unmodified.

(V) age: the place is particularly old in the contekthaman
occupation of the Wellington Region.

SECTION 32 REPORT: SITES WITH SIGNIFICANT HISTORIC HERITAGE VALUES



5.4

(vi) group or townscape values: the place is stronghpcated
with other natural or cultural features in the lscape or
townscape, and/or contributes to the heritage ealoie a
wider townscape or landscape setting, and/oratl@dmark.

(c) social values: these values relate to the meanivagsa place has for a
particular community or communities.

0] sentiment: the place has strong or special assmtsawvith a
particular cultural group or community for spiritupolitical,
social, religious, ethnic, national, symbolic or
commemorative reasons.

(ii) recognition: the place is held in high public estefor its
historic heritage values, or its contribution te teense of
identity of a community, to the extent that if insvdamaged
or destroyed it would cause a sense of loss.

(d) tangata whenua values: the place is sacred or tamoio Miori for
spiritual, cultural or historical reasons.

(e) surroundings: the setting or context of the plaoatributes to an
appreciation and understanding of its charactestoly and/or
development.

) rarity: the place is unique or rare within the dgstor region.
(9) representativeness: the place is a good examijitie tgpe or era.

Information about each place’s history was gathéméal files, which are now
kept at Wellington Regional Council. The consultaptepared a report for
each place proposed for scheduling. Each entry ehdwief history and
description of the place, along with a detailedeasment of significance,
photographs and sources. The inventory reports Wwél valuable for
understanding the historic heritage values of saleedplaces, and the collated
files of historic information may also be helpfurfhistorians. A number of
other places were also evaluated and either therisihieritage values were not
considered significant enough to warrant schedulonghe place was outside
the coastal marine area and therefore outsiderdpoped Plan’s jurisdiction.

Most of the places being scheduled are in aredheotoastal marine area or
freshwater bodies that do not have private ownprshinumber of places are
owned or managed by territorial authorities. Weflon Regional Council has
engaged with private owners of scheduled histaeiitdige assets to ensure that
people understand the implications of includingsth@laces in the proposed
Plan schedule. A number of meetings with boatshedeos were held, for
example, who were generally comfortable with theppised Plan provisions.

Other methods

Although Wellington Regional Council has gone teajrlengths to ensure that
the most significant archaeological sites are scleedin the proposed Plan, it
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is expected that other archaeological remains lw@lluncovered in the life of
the proposed Plan. It is therefore recommendedahain-regulatory method
(Method M23) be included in the proposed Plan tsues that archaeological
discovery protocols are in place during earth mgwactivities. A discovery
protocol will ensure that anyone doing works thald disturb archaeological
remains will know what to do in the event that suemains are uncovered.
This other method gives effect to Policy 22(b) leé RPS, which requires the
proposed Plan to have provisions that “avoid thstrdetion of unidentified
archaeological sites andilai tapu with significant historic heritage values”.

It is not considered necessary to have rules to agenunidentified
archaeological sites. In part, this is due to théemsive identification of
archaeological sites that Wellington Regional Cadluimas already undertaken.
These scheduled archaeological sites will be suljecthe regional plan
provisions. Any unidentified archaeological sitag ainlikely to have high
historic heritage significance values. In additicad| archaeological sites
associated with human activity prior to 1900 havetgrtion under the
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act. Archaébgite modification
or destruction requires that an authority be gidnteder this other legislation.

Options for provisions

In developing provisions to achieve the objectithes following four options
were identified for consideration:

* Option 1 — Status Quo (no change from Operativa)Pla

* Option 2 — ldentify specific historic heritage veduand protect them
through targeted regulation

» Option 3 — Identify specific historic heritage vesuand protect them via
non-regulatory methods

» Option 4 — Identify specific historic heritage veduand protect them
through tight regulation

An option where specific historic heritage valuesuid not be identified was
not examined in detail as the identification of @fie significant historic

heritage values is required by the RPS. Option8 Znd 4 have already
produced employment in the region and improved khewledge base of
historic heritage through the extensive work reegiito identify and evaluate
the scheduled historic heritage sites. These optiaill also increase
employment in the future, though not greatly, tlgiothe necessity for historic
heritage expert advice.

Option 1 — Status quo

Option 1 is the do nothing option, whereby the &xgsplan provisions would
simply be rolled over. This option was eliminategt@use plan effectiveness
evaluation clearly showed that the operative plaavipions for historic
heritage were inadequate (Swierczynski 2008). Theeeno historic heritage
objectives in the operative plans, except ObjectiMel3 in the RCP that seeks
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6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

to protect characteristics of “historical or cu#lrsignificance to tangata
whenua”. This option would not meet legislativeugments as the objective
is limited to consideration of tangata whenua valut the wider significant
historic heritage values. The cultural and envirental costs of this option are
high, and the benefits low.

Option 2 — Targeted regulation

Option 2 provides a level of regulation for histohieritage to ensure that major
changes are given adequate consideration, whilmifigrg activities that are
unlikely to have adverse effects on historic hgetaalues. More detail about
this regulatory option is specified in section SaBove. This option is
considered to be effective and efficient, and tfoeeeis the most appropriate
option.

Option 3 — Non-regulatory protection

Option 3 would use non-regulatory means to protestioric heritage values.
This could mean approaches such as encouragingfusanagement plans or
conservation plans. Non-regulatory methods relyanntary participation, so
there is no guarantee of effectiveness. They adeeflit in effectiveness if they
are supported by generous funding schemes, whicHingten Regional
Council has not funded to date and does not cuyrerter. This option is
unlikely to achieve the objective. As it would beeffective, it has not been
recommended.

Option 4 — Strict regulation

Option 4 would impose a tough regulatory regimeritdge New Zealand
guidance by McClean and Greig (2007), for exampbeommends that in
coastal plans repairs and maintenance should b&otled activities and
demolition should be non-complying or prohibitedites.

In the coastal marine area, the environment caslabeaging to structures. It is
important that structures are maintained so theyatobecome a hazard, and
requiring resource consent could discourage prgpasners from repair or

maintenance. Wellington Regional Council considensore effective to allow

repairs and maintenance as permitted activitielsjestito conditions, rather
than controlling them. Further, the dynamic andradgtable nature of the

coast could result in irreparable damage to a &irec leaving it unsafe.

Prohibiting demolition of such a structure would lewise. This option is

considered less effective and efficient than OpHon

Conclusion for proposed provisions

Option 2 is the most efficient and effective optidable 1 below shows how
this option would be implemented in the proposeghRind the links between
the proposed objectives, policies, rules, schedutegps and other methods.
Table A2 in the Appendix provides a more detailedalgsis of the
appropriateness of each option.
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Table 1: Links between objectives, policies, rules and schedules

Objective: Objective 034: Significant historic heritage values are protected from
inappropriate modification, use and development.

Policies: Policy P46: Managing adverse effects on sites with significant historic
heritage value
Policy P47: Appropriate demolition

Rules: Rule R149: Maintenance and repair — permitted activity

Rule R168: Alteration of structures identified in Schedule E2 or Schedule
E3 - permitted activity

Rule R169: Additions and alterations to structures identified in Schedule
E1 and Schedule E2 - restricted discretionary activity

Rule R170: Additions to structures identified in Schedule E3 — permitted
activity

Rule R171: Additions and alterations to structures identified in Schedule
E1, Schedule E2, Schedule E3 - restricted discretionary activity

Rule R172: Removal, demolition or replacement of a structure or part of a
structure identified in Schedule E1, Schedule E2 or Schedule E3 -
discretionary activity

Rule R194: Disturbance or damage - discretionary activity

Schedule E: Sites with
significant historic
heritage values

Schedule E1: Historic heritage structures

Schedule E2: Historic heritage wharves and boatsheds
Schedule E3: Historic heritage navigation aids
Schedule E4: Archaeological sites

Schedule E5: Historic heritage freshwater sites

Maps

Map 8: Historic heritage structures (Schedule E1)

Map 9: Historic heritage wharves and boatsheds (Schedule E2)
Map 10: Historic heritage navigation aids (Schedule E3)

Map 11: Archaeological sites (Schedule E4)

Map 12: Historic heritage freshwater sites (Schedule E5)

Other methods

Method M23: Archaeological discovery protocols

SECTION 32 REPORT: SITES WITH SIGNIFICANT HISTORIC HERITAGE VALUES




References

Cochran, C. (2010)Historic Bridges of the Wellington Region: Survey the
Freshwater Plan Reviewochran & Murray Conservation Architects.

Cochran, C., Murray, R. and Kelly, M. (201Breshwater Historic Heritage of the
Wellington Region: Survey for the Freshwater Plaaview, Cochran & Murray
Conservation Architects.

Cochran, C., Murray, R., Kelly, M. and Dodd, A. (&), Coastal Historic Heritage of
the Wellington Region: Survey for the Coastal PRaview, Cochran & Murray
Conservation Architects.

Department of Conservation (2018)ew Zealand Coastal Policy Statem2af.0.

Dodd, A. (2012),Greater Wellington Coastal Plan Review: ArchaeotadiScoping
Study,Subsurface Ltd.

Dodd, A. (2013),Coastal & Underwater Archaeological Sites of the INigton
Region: Survey for the Coastal Plan Revi®uwbsurface Ltd.

Greater Wellington Regional Council (2014). Issueport for the draft Natural
Resources Plan for the Wellington region. Prelimyndraft for discussion. October
2014.

Greater Wellington Regional Council (2005Measuring up: the state of the
environment report for the Wellington region 2005.

Kelly, M. and Cooke, P. (2009Nistoric Heritage Scoping for the Freshwater Plan
Review.

McClean, R. and Grieg, K. (2007gustainable Management of Historic Heritage
Guidelines, Guide No. 2, Regional Plalew Zealand Historic Places Trust Pouhere
Taonga.

New Zealand Historic Places Trust (200Bustainable Management of Historic
Heritage Guidance, Information Sheet 23, Best ReadtModel) Historic Heritage Rule
Guidance for Regional Coastal Plans (CMA)

Parminter, T. (2011)Your view about our environment: Public engageni2@10) for
the Natural Resource Regional Plan Review for thellidgton region Greater
Wellington Regional Council.

Parminter T. (2011),Your environment — are we on the right track®ellington
Regional Council, Wellington.

Parminter T. (2013),Review of Greater Wellington Public Engagement and
Consultation for the Natural Resources RegionalnP2809-2013 Greater Wellington
Regional Council.

Paynter L. and Ihaka S. (2010)ppic Report: Historic heritageGreater Wellington
Regional Council.

SECTION 32 REPORT: SITES WITH SIGNIFICANT HISTORIC HERITAGE VALUES 15



Paynter L. (2011)Historic heritage workshop paper for 29 NovemberUpmko Taiao
Workshop Greater Wellington Regional Council.

Swierczynski, P. (2008)Plan effectiveness report — Regional Coastal Planthe
Wellington regionGreater Wellington Regional Council.

Wellington Regional Council (2013Regional Policy Statement for the Wellington
region Wellington Regional Council.

Wellington Regional Council (2000Regional Coastal Plan for the Wellington Region
Wellington Regional Council.

16 SECTION 32 REPORT: SITES WITH SIGNIFICANT HISTORIC HERITAGE VALUES



Appendix

Table A1: Summary of appropriateness of Objective 034

Objective 034

Significant historic heritage values are protected from inappropriate modification, use and development

Relevance

Directly related to resource management issue?

Yes, Issue 1.14

Will achieve one or more aspects of the purpose and principles of the RMA?

Yes, Part 2, section 6(f)

Relevant to Maori environmental issues? (sections 6(e),6(g),7(a),8)

Yes, although mana whenua kaitiaki opted to provide for sites of significance to them through
other provisions in the proposed Plan

Relevant to statutory functions or to give effect to another plan or policy (i.e. NPS, RPS)?

Yes, RPS Objective 15 and Policies 21, 22 and 46, Policy 17 of the NZCPS

Usefulness

Will effectively guide decision-making?

Yes, this objective will guide the processing of resource consents for activities being
undertaken in scheduled areas

Meets sound principles for writing objectives? (specific; state what is to be achieved where
and when; relate to the issue; able to be assessed)

This objective is a clear and complete sentence related to an issue. This objective is not time-
bound as it aims to deliver benefits over time

Consistent with other objectives?

Yes, all the objectives have been assessed, and work together to achieve the sustainable
management of natural resources in the Wellington Region

Achievability

Will it be clear when the objective has been achieved in the future? Is the objective
measureable and how would its achievement be measured?

Yes, the achievement of this objective will become clear in the future through state of the
environment monitoring that assesses the impacts of any resource consents granted in
scheduled areas

Is it expected that the objective will be achieved within the life of the Plan oris it an
aspirational objective that will be achieved sometime in the future?

This objective will be achieved in the life of the proposed Plan, but will also continue beyond it

Does the council have the functions, powers, and policy tools to ensure that they can be
achieved? Can you describe them?

Yes, the functions and powers to achieve the objective are contained in sections 13, 14, 15
and 30 of the RMA; and the objective will be achieved through the policies, rules, schedules,
maps and other methods in the proposed plan
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What other parties can the Council realistically expect to influence this outcome?

. Resource owners and users
. Territorial authorities
e Government departments

. Non-governmental organisations, such as Heritage New Zealand, Historic Places
Aotearoa, Maritime Archaeological Association of New Zealand and New Zealand
Archaeological Association

What risks have been identified in respect of outcomes?

The further loss of historic heritage values will be reduced through the achievement of this
objective

Reasonableness

Does the objective seek an outcome that would have greater benefits either environmentally
economically or socially compared with the costs necessary to achieve it?

Yes - this objective will have greater environmental benefits than the costs necessary to
achieve it

Who is likely to be most affected by achieving the objective and what are the implications for
them?

People or agencies undertaking activities in scheduled areas will need to consider the costs
of resource consent applications and/or measures to avoid the adverse effects of their
activities on significant historic heritage values

Existing objectives

Is the existing objective (4.1.13) still relevant or useful?

No, the existing objective is not relevant or useful
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Table A2: Evaluation of policy options for historic heritage

Option 1 - Status
quo (no change from
operative plan)

Option 2 - Identify specific
historic heritage values and
protect them through targeted
regulation (preferred option)

Option 3 - Identify specific
historic heritage values and
protect them via non-regulatory
methods

Option 4 - Identify specific
historic heritage values and
protect them through tight
regulation

Costs

(of the environmental,
economic, social, and
cultural effects that
are anticipated from
the implementation of
the provisions)

Council

There are some costs
associated with
administering the
operative plan.
Significant costs to the
Council could be
incurred as a result of
being inconsistent
with the RMA, NZCPS
and RPS.

There would be some additional
costs to administer the proposed
Plan. WRC has invested funds in the
comprehensive identification of
historic heritage places and the
associated significant historic
heritage values, and these costs
have already been incurred.

This option would have lower
administrative costs than option 2 as
no resource consents would be
required, but would not be giving full
effect to RMA, NZCPS or RPS. WRC
has invested funds in the
comprehensive identification of
historic heritage places and the
associated significant historic
heritage values, and these costs
have already been incurred.

There would be greater
administrative costs than Option 2 as
more resource consents would be
required, though those costs could
be recovered through increased
application fees. WRC has invested
funds in the comprehensive
identification of historic heritage
places and the associated significant
historic heritage values, and these
costs have already been incurred.

Resource user
(consent applicant
or permitted use)

Costs to some
individuals for consent
applications.

Costs to more individuals for consent
applications as compared to the
status quo.

Potentially lower costs than Option 2
as resource consents would not be
required, but owners and resource
users may still opt to avoid adverse
effects on historic heritage, which
may involve some additional cost for
expert involvement.

There would be higher costs for
owners and resource users as
resource consent would be required
for more activities, and as the tests
for approval would be higher,
preparing resource consent
applications may also cost more. In
some instances, the resource user
may decide that it would be
uneconomic to try to get resource
consent.

Community costs
(environmental,
social, economic,
cultural)

Environmental and
cultural costs from not
sufficiently protecting
historic heritage.

No additional costs over and above
the status quo.

There may be some environmental
and cultural costs due to lost historic
heritage as there would be no
regulations to prevent such loss.

No additional costs over and above
the status quo.
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Option 1 - Status
quo (no change from
operative plan)

Option 2 - Identify specific
historic heritage values and
protect them through targeted
regulation (preferred option)

Option 3 - Identify specific
historic heritage values and
protect them via non-regulatory
methods

Option 4 - Identify specific
historic heritage values and
protect them through tight
regulation

Benefits

(of the environmental,
economic, social, and
cultural effects that
are anticipated from
the implementation of
the provisions)

Council

Very few applications
require consideration
of historic heritage, so
the administrative
costs are low.

Specifying historic heritage values
and criteria for determining
appropriateness of activities aids
consent processing, and the
targeted regulation provides some
protection of historic heritage values.
This option is compliant with the
RMA, RPS and NZCPS. It also
provides WRC with a resource about
coastal and freshwater historic
heritage, enabling WRC to maintain
a leadership role in managing
historic heritage.

There would be no resource
consents required, so Council could
save on assessment costs. This
option provides WRC with a
resource about coastal and
freshwater historic heritage.

Specifying historic heritage values
and criteria for determining
appropriateness of activities aids
consent processing, and the
regulations would provide a high
level of protection to historic
heritage. This option is compliant
with the RMA, RPS and NZCPS. It
also provides WRC with a resource
about coastal and freshwater historic
heritage, enabling WRC to maintain
a leadership role in managing
historic heritage.

Resource user
(consent applicant
or permitted use)

Very few sites are
protected, so sites not
scheduled would not
incur administrative or
consent costs.

Specifying historic heritage values
provides more certainty for plan
users and resource consent would
only be required in those instances
where adverse effects would be
potentially more than minor.

No resource consents would be
required, so activities would be
easier and cheaper for resource
users.

Specifying historic heritage values
provides more certainty for plan
users.

Community
benefits
(environmental,
social, economic,
cultural)

Some historic heritage
places are
recognised.

Environmental and cultural benefits
from the identification, evaluation
and protection of significant historic
heritage values.

Economic development without
historic heritage constraints could be
considered beneficial to some. There
would be environmental and cultural
benefits from the identification and
evaluation of significant historic
heritage values.

Environmental and cultural benefits
from the identification and evaluation
of significant historic heritage values,
along with high levels of certainty
about historic heritage protection.
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Option 1 - Status
quo (no change from
operative plan)

Option 2 - Identify specific
historic heritage values and
protect them through targeted
regulation (preferred option)

Option 3 - Identify specific
historic heritage values and
protect them via non-regulatory
methods

Option 4 - Identify specific
historic heritage values and
protect them through tight
regulation

Efficiency (costs vs
benefits) and
effectiveness (will the
provisions achieve
the objective)

This option is not an
efficient or effective
way of achieving the
objective.

Considering the expected costs and
expected benefits this option is seen
as being an efficient way of
achieving the objective.

Analysing its effectiveness, the
approach will achieve the objective.

While this option is efficient, it will not
necessarily achieve the objective, so
would not be effective.

The costs would be high for this
option, though it would also be highly
effective.

Risks (of acting or not
acting)

(If there is uncertain
or insufficient

Loss of historic
heritage values due to
insufficient
identification.

There is sufficient information to
provide for greater certainty over the
risks to historic heritage from
inappropriate modification, use and

There is sufficient information to
provide for greater certainty over the
risks to historic heritage from
inappropriate modification, use and

There is sufficient information to
provide for greater certainty over the
risks to historic heritage from
inappropriate modification, use and

information) development. The risk of not acting | development. The risk of not acting | development. The risk of not acting
given the certainty of information is a | given the certainty of informationis a | given the certainty of information is a
greater risk. greater risk. greater risk.
Appropriateness This option is not The new provisions are appropriate | This option is not appropriate as it This option is not appropriate as it
appropriate as it will given the high level of efficiency and | will not achieve the objective. will not achieve the objective.
not achieve the effectiveness for implementing the
objective. RMA, RPS and NZCPS. It will
achieve the objective.
Conclusions Option 1 is not The proposed provisions for historic | While efficient, Option 3 is not the While effective, Option 4 is not the

considered to be the
most effective or
efficient means of
achieving the
proposed objective or
meeting the purpose
of the RMA. The costs
exceed the benefits,
so this option has not
been selected.

heritage are the most efficient and
effective for meeting the purpose of
the RMA and the proposed objective
by protecting significant historic
heritage values from inappropriate
modification, use and development.
The benefits of this option exceed
the costs, so it has been selected.

most effective means of achieving

the proposed objective or meeting

the purpose of the RMA. The costs
exceed the benefits, so this option

has not been selected.

most efficient means of achieving
the proposed objective or meeting
the purpose of the RMA. The costs
exceed the benefits, so this option
has not been selected.
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The Greater Wellington Regional Council’s purpose is to enrich life in the Wellington Region by building resilient, connected

and prosperous communities, protecting and enhancing our natural assets, and inspiring pride in what makes us unique

For more information contact the Greater Wellington Regional Council:

Wellington office Upper Hutt office Wairarapa office

PO Box 11646 PO Box 40847 PO Box 41 July 2015

Manners Street Upper Hutt 5018 Masterton 5840

Wellington 6142 s GWI/EP-G-15/70
T 04 526 4133 T 06 378 2484

T 04 384 5708 F 04 526 4171 F 06 378 2146 info@gw.govt.nz "‘

F 04 385 6960 www.gw.govt.nz %

Please recycle

www.gw.govt.nz/rps regionalplan@gw.govt.nz Produced sustainably
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