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1

Introduction and Background

1.1

My name is Sylvia Jean Allan. I have a BSc (Hons) Degree in geography and geology
and a Diploma in Town Planning. I am a Fellow of the New Zealand Planning Institute
and a former President of that professional body. I have over 45 years experience as a
planner, both in New Zealand and in the United Kingdom. I am experienced in most
aspects of environmental planning. Amongst my clients are central government,
district and regional councils, energy and communications companies, port
companies, industrial and commercial organisations and community groups and
individuals. I work widely around New Zealand.

1.2

I have had a particular involvement in coastal planning in Wellington, having been
engaged as a consultant planner by the Wellington Harbour Board and then the Port
company, now CentrePort, between about 1998 and 2010. I also assisted Lambton
Harbour Management with all their planning work throughout much of the 1990s and
into the early 2000s.

1.3

I have also been extensively involved in heritage planning over the years, including
preparing the first heritage planning manual for the former Historic Places Trust and
1
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assisting that organisation with expert advice from time to time. Most recently I
assisted Heritage New Zealand with its submissions on the proposed Marlborough
Environment plan.

I have also researched methods of protection and advised

Wellington City Council on methods for both protection of precincts and individual
listed items.
1.4

I have been a Board Member of the Wellington Civic Trust for the past four years.
Prior to that, I frequently attended Civic Trust seminars and often presented papers at
the Trust’s request. I provided expert evidence for the Trust in the successful appeals
against consent for the Hilton Hotel on Queens Wharf, and in opposition to moving
the Free Ambulance building. As a Board Member, I assisted in developing the
submissions on the Proposed Natural Resources Plan.

1.5

The Trust works actively to:


encourage public participation in decisions that affect our city



ensure good planning and design to address the challenges of the future



preserve the best of the old, but encourage new development which will
enhance our city



protect and enhance the unique character and the many natural features of
the city, including the skyline, the town belt and the harbour



encourage green space and environmentally conscious development



develop a pedestrian- and cycle-friendly environment



safeguard the waterfront as a public amenity



support transport options that enhance the city and health1.

In 2016 the Trust, in association with Wellington City Council, brought leading heritage
economist and planner, Donovan Rypkema, to Wellington. He spoke extensively
about the benefits of heritage recognition protection in the widest sense, including
social, cultural and economic benefits.
1.6

The Trust made a number of submissions and further submissions on the Proposed
Natural Resources Plan for the Wellington Region, but this is the first time we have

1

http://www.wellingtoncivictrust.org/
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chosen to appear at a hearing. This is because of the importance of the items that the
Trust has sought to have reinstated for heritage protection in the Proposed Natural
Resources Plan for the Wellington Region.
Acknowledgement of Code of Conduct

1.7

Although this evidence is not prepared for an Environment Court hearing, I have
applied the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in the Environment Court 2014
version. Except where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another person, my
evidence is within my area of expertise. I have not omitted to consider material facts
known to me that might detract from the opinions that I express in this statement of
evidence.

2

Civic Trust Submissions and Further Submissions

2.1

Relevant to this hearing, the Civic Trust sought to ensure that the waterfront elements
that had been identified and protected in previous plans continued to be protected
under the Proposed Plan. This includes a number of waterfront elements within the
Lambton Harbour area, as detailed later in this evidence.

2.2

The Civic Trust also opposed submissions by CentrePort Limited and Centreport
Properties Limited which sought to:


Remove Mirimar Wharf, Railway Wharf and Waterloo Quay Wharf from Map 9
(and also presumably from Schedule E2).

2.3

It opposed submissions by Centreport Properties Limited which sought to:


Remove Railway and Waterloo Quay Wharf from Schedule E2 and associated
maps; or


2.4

Modify the description of the above two items.

It supported the submissions of Heritage New Zealand which sought to:


Ensure that the Customs Post Building on Taranaki Street Wharf and the whole
of the Clyde Quay Boat Harbour are included; and

3
Wellington Civic Trust Evidence
Proposed Natural Resources Plan, May 201


2.5

Kings Wharf and Glasgow Wharf are added to Schedule E2.

It is fair to say that the Trust’s main interests focus on the central city of Wellington
for this hearing and the land/sea interface. This is where the density of day-time
population and users are found, and where loss of heritage values are most likely to
be keenly felt in a very practical sense.

2.6

In terms of Mirimar Wharf, we would be keen to see it retained but recognise that it is
not (yet) owned and available for public use, unlike most of the wharves in the
northern part of the harbour.

2.7

We consider that the heritage recognition and listing of Mirimar Wharf should
continue in the Plan for the reasons stated in Schedule E2. It may be that the wharf
becomes a public asset in future and heritage recognition would assist in that transfer.

3

Wellington CBD Waterfront

3.1

Wellington’s central city waterfront provides much of the identity of Wellington City
itself. Lambton Harbour, and how it moved from working port to an area available to
everyone, is a very important part of Wellington’s history. It involved Māori and
pakeha, commerce and council, and statutory and ownership change which was
unprecedented in New Zealand.
Transfer to Public Use

3.2

The area now known as Lambton Harbour or Wellington Waterfront was made
available for public use and development through the Wellington Harbour Board and
Wellington City Council Vesting and Empowering Act 1987. It freed the area of land
and seabed from previous legislative constraints (of which there were many) and
enabled the Lambton Harbour Development Project to develop and promote “the
commercial, maritime, residential, educational, cultural, social, recreational and other
uses, activities and characteristics of the Lambton Harbour Development Project....”.
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3.3

The Preamble to the Act states:
“Whereas part of the Lambton Harbour Development Area is land under the sea
constituting part of the bed of the Harbour of Wellington or is foreshore and it
is desirable that, with a symbolic recognition of the tangata whenua, part of
such land should be vested in the Wellington Harbour Board for the purposes of
the Lambton Harbour Development Project and that the Wellington Harbour
Board should be empowered to lease and licence for the purposes of the
Lambton Harbour Development Project part of the land under the sea
constituting part of the bed and foreshore of the Wellington Harbour: And
whereas there are statutory constraints affecting the Lambton Harbour
Development Area and it is desirable to remove such constraints: And whereas,
with a symbolic recognition of the tangata whenua, it is desirable that the
Wellington Harbour Board and the Wellington City Council be granted
authorities and powers to develop commercial, maritime, residential,
educational, cultural, social, recreational, and other uses associated with the
Lambton Harbour Development Project.”

3.4

This was a fairly astounding agreement for its time, with the situation described in a
recent Council publication as follows:
“Few issues have had a higher profile in the minds of many Wellingtonians than
the development of the Wellington waterfront. For over a century, much of
what we now consider to be open public space was locked away from the
average citizen with a line of stern buildings and wrought iron gates. These
marked the boundary line between land controlled by the Wellington Harbour
Board and Wellington City Council. Inside the gates, cranes shifted mountains
of freight and heavy trucks and machinery moved continuously. It was a dirty
and dangerous place and for much of it, access was tightly restricted. The
Harbour Board's rule was law - even City Council bylaws did not apply on the
waterfront2.”

3.5

This was the genesis of the development of Wellington’s inner city waterfront over
the last 30 years. It has been history in the making. While public access and
development has moved north into the area that was still Port land from the 1987
situation, the Lambton Harbour Development Area has a formal historic context which
should not be overlooked.

2

http://www.wcl.govt.nz/heritage/cwaterfront.html
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Planning Context

3.6

In the late 1980’s the processes were almost completed to make the proposed
Wellington Maritime Planning Scheme (one of only two ever completed) operative.
During the process of preparing this plan, an amendment was made to the Town and
Country Planning Act 1977 to allow for a combined scheme. The Lambton Harbour
area was taken out of the Maritime Planning Scheme and dealt with through the first
(and only) combined scheme.

The Harbour Board and Wellington City Council

developed and made that operative under the 1977 Act prior to the 1991 Resource
Management Act.
3.7

The combined scheme was a detailed design plan with statutory force. It recognised
and protected a number of buildings, and, through its design detail, effectively
retained and protected most of the land/sea interface within the Lambton Harbour
Development Area.

3.8

When the Resource Management Act (RMA) was brought in and allocated specific
coastal management responsibilities to regional council, the Wellington Regional
Council decided to abandon the combined scheme concept (still quite possible under
the RMA) and the regional coastal plan was based on the inclusion of the whole of the
coastal marine area.

The Lambton Harbour Development Area lost its land/sea

planning approach at that point, although the new Regional Coastal Plan for the
Wellington Region (operative in 2000 although effective alongside the combined plan
for the area for most of the 1990s) provided continuity over the transitional period.
3.9

The Regional Coastal Plan included identified areas of wharves and wharf edges and
reclamation edges shown in listed (Appendix 4, Features and Buildings of Historic
Merit) and in mapped form (see Attachment 1 of this evidence). This, along with the
earlier Combined Scheme, has protected largely intact these areas and the land/sea
interface from the vagaries of development aspirations over the years.

3.10 The Regional Coastal Plan includes Policy 4.2.12 “To protect significant cultural and
historic features in the coastal marine area from the adverse effects of use and
development. In particular, the values of the features and buildings identified in
6
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Appendix 4 will be protected”. Rules 6, 7 and 14 refer to Appendix 4 items and
exclude them from permitted or controlled activity status. The default rule, Rule 25,
for activities involving the use and development of structures, is discretionary status.
While this has provided protection, it has not prevented maintenance, restoration or
sensitive modification of listed items (e.g. the use and development of the listed
Overseas Passenger Terminal, the “cut-outs” in the Taranaki Wharf structure.
4

Heritage in Context

4.1

In 2003 “the protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use, and
development” was added to the matters of national importance in Section 6 of the
RMA (becoming section 6(f)). This made heritage protection a matter of national
importance which plans and decision must “recognise and provide for”.

4.2

The definition of historic heritage in Section 2 of the RMA is worth setting out in full.
It reads:
“historic heritage—
(a) means those natural and physical resources that contribute to an understanding
and appreciation of New Zealand’s history and cultures, deriving from any of the
following qualities:
(i) archaeological:
(ii) architectural:
(iii) cultural:
(iv) historic:
(v) scientific:
(vi) technological; and
(b) includes—
(i) historic sites, structures, places, and areas; and
(ii) archaeological sites; and
(iii) sites of significance to Māori, including wāhi tapu; and
(iv) surroundings associated with the natural and physical resources.”
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4.3

This is a very wide casting of the meaning of historic heritage – one that clearly
encompasses the point of the Civic Trust’s submission relating to the continuation of
the earlier protection of various “wharves, wharf edges and reclamation edges” in the
Lambton Harbour Area. Historic heritage is not limited in time. It encompasses both
natural and physical resources and all aspects that “contribute to an understanding
and appreciation of New Zealand’s history and cultures”, and covers sites, places and
areas, sites of significance to Māori, and surroundings of natural and physical
resources.

4.4

The Council commissioned basically heritage architects to assist with identifying items
to be listed. They appear to have done a competent job within their expertise, but it is
notable that most of the listings rely on statements relating to townscape or
landscape values as much as to heritage, scientific or technological values. Some
listings even mention social and cultural values. Such values apply to the areas and
items that the Civic Trust seeks to retain recognition of and protection for.

4.5

In seeking to retain the full extent of listing of the Lambton Harbour waterfront
“edge” from the Regional Coastal Plan into the current plan, the Civic Trust is seeking
to recognise and protect the history of the Lambton Harbour area. In particular, in
addition to a number of structures, the shape of the waterfront at the time of the
handover from Port to public should be recognised and celebrated as an artefact of
Wellington civic and development history. There is an unrecognised item of nearcontemporary cultural history here as well, clearly enunciated in the Preamble (see
paragraph 3.3 of this evidence), where Māori effectively ceded their own interests in
the foreshore and seabed in this area, albeit symbolically, for the public good 3.
What is Sought to be Retained?

4.6

The Proposed Plan includes the following items which are within the scope of the Civic
Trust’s submission:

3



Ferry Wharf (and the Eastbourne Ferry Terminal which sits on it)



Queens Wharf

Sir Ralph Love was highly instrumental in the legislative change.
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4.7



Railway Wharf



Taranaki Street Wharf



Waterloo Quay Wharf.

However, having looked at the mapping of these structures, there is little context and
much inaccuracy. For example, whoever determined the boundaries of the Taranaki
Street Wharf clearly did not realise that it stretches as far back as the Circa building 4.
Queens Wharf is identified as a brown blob which encompasses both sides of Shed 5
(on part of the wharf, but also the adjacent rip-rap) and part of the adjacent
waterfront finger wharf to the north.

4.8

Comparing the extent of protection in the operative Plan with the items listed in the
Proposed Plan, the aspects missing are:


the Overseas Passenger Terminal (OPT) Wharf



the Taranaki Street Breastwork



the rip-rap Reclamation Edge from the Lagoon to the Len Lye Water Whirler (in
front of Frank Kitts Park)


4.9

the finger wharves and rip-rap between the Shed 5 area and the Ferry Wharf.

There are a number of points to be made here. It is my understanding that the items
mapped in the operative Plan were done so as much to identify and protect the
historic land/sea interface or “edge” at the time of the handover from Port use to
public use, as to protect or preserve any particular structure. In that context, the
roughness of the rip-rap, the Taranaki Street breastwork, and the modest finger
wharves, have as much of a story to tell as the larger and older working wharves.
Each of these features provides, as well as actual history, a feel for the diversity of the
former port/seafaring/engineering activities of the inner harbour. The ability to walk
on a finger or free-standing wharf joining two areas of land is a special Wellington
experience, and one that was threatened by earlier proposals to fill in the space next
to the former carpark adjacent to Customhouse Quay.

4

Publicity material for

As the planner who assisted in the consenting of that building, I know that the north-east corner is on wharf
structure and seabed.
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Wellington often includes pictures of people sitting on the waterfront adjacent to
Frank Kitts Park with their feet on the rip-rap.
4.10 Reducing this continuous waterfront protection, to “islands” of wharves only, reduces
overall heritage recognition, as does the removal of the OPT wharf from any
protection (presumably this is because of its recent upgrade – an innovative
development which is likely to have technological heritage recognition in time).
4.11 The identification of these areas in the operative Plan has not prevented a number of
developments which have met the “appropriate” test in RMA Section 6(f). Small
additional platforms, jetties and walkways have been provided at different levels and
not detracted from the protected wharf edges. Parts of wharves have been cut out or
“day-lighted”. Extensive remediation has been undertaken of the OPT Wharf which
will provide for its continued existence for the benefit of future generations
4.12 In my opinion it would be very easy to provide a robust statement to explain and, if
necessary, justify the reasons to continue the existing listing of the mapped items
from the operative Plan, to incorporate these items in Schedule E1 (structures) or E2
(wharves and boatsheds) or in a separate listing of their own as Lambton Harbour
features. The Civic Trust would be willing to help with this. As pointed out in the
original submission, these items have been protected through two rounds of statutory
processes in the past5. The Civic Trust’s request for their continuing protection
appears not to have been challenged through any further submission. It appears it is
only the officers (and perhaps the Council’s commissioned heritage advisors) who do
not understand the basis for retaining heritage recognition of a more continuous part
of the waterfront edge than just wharves.
4.13 I have checked the Wellington Waterfront Framework6 for any inconsistence with the
Civic Trust’s submission. Although this is a 2001 document, it was prepared by the
Waterfront Leadership Group and reflects planning post-Combined Plan. It has been

5

Admittedly, documentation was less important in past plans, but the basis for listing has not changed.
https://wellington.govt.nz/~/media/your-council/plans-policies-and-bylaws/plans-and-policies/a-toz/waterfrontframewk/files/framework.pdf
6
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recognised as a key document for waterfront development7.

Under 3, Values,

principles and objectives of that document, the following statement is made:
“The waterfront is rich in both Maori and European history which are important
parts of the identity of the waterfront. Both contribute to the spiritual, social,
maritime, and economic evolution of Wellington. While the waterfront has
changed enormously, especially with the various reclamations, the heritage
buildings, artefacts and historic traces express the richness of how the area was
created and used. They therefore should be key features of the waterfront.”
There is a specific section on the Regional Coastal Plan towards the end of the
framework, in which the Group agreed to ask the (Regional) Council “to look at the
listings in the light of the history of the waterfront”. It is difficult to know exactly what
this was intended to mean, but in my view it would be unlikely that they had in mind
less recognition and protection of historic heritage than in past statutory Plans.
5

Matters Raised in Further Submissions

5.1

As noted earlier, the Civic Trust has opposed submissions seeking the removal of
Railway and Waterloo Quay Wharf from Schedule E2. These two wharves have many
of the historic associations and values that the wharves further south have. They
were excluded from the Lambton Harbour Development Area because of their active
ongoing commercial port use – however, they sit adjacent to Shed 21 which is an
integral part of the Lambton Harbour Development Area.

5.2

It can be expected that over time, they will become freed up for non-port commercial
development activities – potentially similar to the OPT development8. In my opinion,
and that of the Civic Trust, they should remain in Schedule E2. This would ensure that
heritage values are taken into account, along with other values, at the time of any
redevelopment or re-use.

5.3

The Wellington Civic Trust also supported Heritage New Zealand in its request that
Kings Wharf and Glasgow Wharf are also identified. Glasgow Wharf in particular,

7

For example, in the Hilton decision. It is also cross-refernced from the Wellington City District Plan.
As existing wharves occupying space in the coastal marine area they have intrinsic commercial value for future
use and development.
8
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because of its location and parallel orientation to the southern wharves, presents as
part of the central city and, if possible, should be recognised and protected. Kings
Wharf is seen more as part of the reclamation.
5.4

The Civic Trust relies on Heritage New Zealand’s evidence in terms of heritage
justification of these features. I would also observe that complete protection is not
always needed. In the circumstances of these two wharves, retention of the shape
and distinctive wharf edges may be sufficient protection. This could be recorded in
the “Significant Values” column of a listing.

6

Conclusion

6.1

The Wellington Civic Trust seeks that its submissions on these maritime-related
heritage values are accepted. The recommendation in the Section 42A report is
disappointing as it appears that no effort has been made to understand the basis for
the submission. While there have been meetings on some of the further submissions,
my understanding is that these have been initiated by the submitters and not by
Council officers or consultants.

6.2

In my opinion, continued heritage recognition through listing of the features from the
operative Plan is well-justified, appropriate and poses no difficulties in terms of
justification or proof. Such recognition will assist with the growing identity and sense
of place of the city’s waterfront, and will ensure that future generations are able to
understand and appreciate the past history of this part of the city.

Sylvia Allan
18th May 2018
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Attachment 1 - Extract from Operative Regional Coastal Plan
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