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Fitzroy Hotel
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The lip service paid to preserving Auckland’s heritage

continues to make a mockery of official promises
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SiKye:if@ll| RMA change a threat to heritage
PLACES FROM THE TOP

HPA President James Blackburne
ADYTEAROA This, my last, President’s
column for Oculus gives

me a chance to get on the
soapbox. This is my personal
opinion and does not
necessarily represent the

the number of houses in
New Zealand in response
to the housing shortage.
Some would suggest that
there was not actually a
shortage of houses, but
rather a shortage of ones
that were able to be utilised

views of HPA. on a long-term basis. A
The Government intends to introduce recent newspaper article indicates that,
the Natural and Built Environments before Covid, a significant part of the
Bill and the Spatial Planning Bill to housing stock had been converted to
Parliament in October 2022. The short-term accommodation and let via
third Bill, the Climate Adaptation Bill, apps such as AirBnB and Bookabach.
is expected to follow in 2023 and, if Many of these houses have now been
the rumours around Wellington are converted back to long-term housing/

0 c U L U s anything to go by, the replacement of  rentals etc and this, coupled with the
the RMA is likely to create a threat to house building programmes around the

quarterly newsletter of heritage. country, is starting to see the pendulum
Historic Places Aotearoa The exposure draft of the Natural swing back towards a greater supply of
SEPTEMBER 2022 and Built Environments Bill appeared houses.
to be heavily focused on increasing Continued on page 6
From page 1: without any real sense of the  the one that already exists”

In Australia, it was found
that many people were land-
banking property due to the
incredible increases in property
values. Rather than rentthem [k
and suffer potential damage

long-term implications of their He also said, "Adaptable buildings

decisions. are often the most sustainable”. These
Don’t get me wrong, the quotes apply equally in Aotearoa.

need for housing is immediate  We need to incentivise the

and critical. The issue | have conversion, rather than the destruction,

is the so-called solution - of commercial and industrial heritage

James Blackbume

etc, the rapid increases in incredibly heavy-handed to buildings, sensitively intensify heritage
property values meant it was safer date and likely to create long-term building areas and develop areas
and easier to just sit back, pay a few harm to the built environment of New  without quality built environments.
costs and obtain incredible profits. We  Zealand. The quality of the built environment
would be naive to think that the same The solution does not take local is critical to a community's success. As a
was not happening in New Zealand. communities and their often country, we need to better understand
| suspect that, with falling house unique issues into consideration in what constitutes good urban design.
values, higher mortgage rates, lack of a meaningful way. What is good for The Urban Design Protocol already
tourists and young New Zealanders one suburb may not be a good fit identifies seven essential design
starting to travel again, we may find the for another suburb or city. It is not qualities that create quality urban
shortage of houses becomes somewhat a matter of “not in my back yard” design - the seven Cs, a combination
less important in coming years. But we  but rather a matter of how best to of design processes and outcomes,
are still likely to have a replacement develop more housing in a sustainable are Context, Character, Choice,
Resource Management Act focused and meaningful manner in my back Connections, Creativity, Custodianship
on increasing New Zealand's housing yard, and in a way that enhances the and Collaboration.
stock. environment in which | live. The major political parties appear to
The issue | see is that both major Also, we need to develop more have forgotten this protocol exists and
parties are still greatly focused on brownfield sites and areas with poor-  instead seem intent on demolishing
increasing the housing stock and, quality (eg leaky) housing stock rather  vibrant, existing communities to create
apparently, at any cost. The Resource than place blanket rules that don't mass housing estates.
Management (Enabling Housing consider heritage values and liveability. The RMA changes need the heritage
Supply and Other Matters) Amendment  In 2007, Carl Elefante, president of sector to band together to lobby
Act 2021 was a prime example of a the American Institute of Architects, extremely hard to ensure heritage is

government reacting to public pressure famously said, “The greenest building is not overlooked in any new legislation.




Have RMA reforms cancelled heritage ?

By Felicity Wong, HP Wellington

Restoration of old
buildings has been
thought of as a cultural
aesthetic (or even
nostalgic) matter. Now
it should be one of
responding to the crisis of
global warming.

The greenest buildings
are those that have already been
built. In addition to the good social
reasons why pre-existing buildings
should be preserved, the climate crisis
now demands it. Accounting for the
embedded carbon in those buildings is
crucial for our net zero emissions goal.

Demolishing old materials releases
carbon back into the atmosphere and
even more carbon is then used to
create replacement buildings.

New developments only become
carbon neutral decades after being
built, if account is taken of making
and transporting the steel and cement
involved, as well as cladding and other
materials.

Preserving at least some special,
“heritage” old buildings has until now
been a“matter of national importance”
under s.6 of the RMA.

Cancelling heritage
Next month, we expect

to see the draft Natural

and Built Environment

Heritage, it seems is
being “cancelled” from

The earlier “exposure
draft” of the Bill at
least mentioned the
concept, even if it fell
short of including
itin the required
components of the
proposed new national
planning framework.

Last year, HPA and
many other heritage groups and
individuals made strong submissions
focused on rectifying that omission.
We asked for heritage

is for “heritage and environmental
protection, heritage and climate
change management, and heritage and
sustainability”

It's not an either/or where we
develop or retain heritage. The most
modern jurisdictions recognise the
role of heritage protection as central
to responding to climate change by
repurposing and re-using quality
building materials. High-rise buildings
are often designed with a shorter
lifespan and are the worst from a
sustainability point of

to be a matter which We thought the Select view, given the energy
regional and local Committee heard usloud ~ demands of lifts and
plans had to consider maintenance.
along with other and dear and expeded
environmental“bottom  that protection forbuilt  Role of old buildings
lines’, which were set heritage would be nquimd Recognising the
out in the Bill. 3 role old buildings

We thought the to be considered by local play in whole-of-life
Select Committee government in major carbon accounting
heard us loud and : will be critical to
clear and expected planmng pm(?ss'es and achieving a sustainable,
that protection for documents (asitisnow).  decarbonised future.

built heritage would

be required to be considered by

local government in major planning
processes and documents (as it is now).
It took years for our built heritage

to be recognised with the “national
importance” status under
the RMA and now it
seems we're on the cusp
of seeing it done away

Bill and other associated the Iegislative framework with. It will be very bad

RMA reforms. The for planning in Aotearoa/ forour heritage if it is not
extraordinary word we N recognised in the new
hear is that heritage 5 Zealand, apparently draft Bill.

protection will not in favour of “urban Heritage New Zealand
feature at all in the Bill. developme"t". Pouhere Taonga chair

Heritage, it seems, is

being “cancelled” from

the legislative framework for planning
in Aotearoa/New Zealand, apparently
in favour of “urban development”.

Andrew Coleman
says there must be a
place for heritage planning in the
new legislation to avoid any “us or
them construct”. He says the call

Those buildings were
built with much lower footprints and in
most cases have much longer lifespans
than the meagre 50 year life expected
of modern buildings conceived ina
whack it up, pull it down age of modern
building consumption.

Properly valuing our heritage is
needed in a really modern, future
focused society. The RMA reforms
need to take us forward to a more
sustainable future, not backwards to a
less sustainable present.

Insulating and reimagining old
buildings will be a much lower energy
solution.

As Andrew Coleman says, “the
inclusion of Matauranga Maori is
encouraging’, but it needs to be “nested
well alongside the rest of the country’s
extraordinary cultural heritage”.

HISTORIC
PLACES
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Melanesian Mission, built 1859, now home to a popular café, restaurant and functions space in Auckland’s Mission Bay.

Where is heritage in the
resource management reforms?

Is heritage forgotten in resource management reforms, or is it being seen as too hard to balance
alongside other competing priorities?

WORDS: Andrew Colemar

he term ‘resource management

reform’ is very topical. It is often

surrounded by statements
such as, ‘positive natural and built
environment protection, ‘climate change
management,’ ‘sustainability, housing
and urban development,” all which are
often referred to as the objectives of the
reforms by politicians, local government
representatives, ministries and sectors who
support these.

It is disappointing, however, that despite
best efforts, the narrative does not overtly
or obviously include heritage conservation
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and protection, or the protection of

Maori heritage and matauranga Maori.
Indeed, it seems the reforms are intent on
keeping quiet on heritage. This appears
to be from a presumption that heritage
impedes what is regarded to be ‘good’

It is sounding almost as if the resource
management reform process is premised
on an oversimplified approach to heritage
which risks devolving into an unhelpful ‘us
or them’ construct

Many heritage-interested New Zealanders
are imploring the reform process to grow
its narratives, including ourselves.

To what? Heritage and environmental
protection; heritage and climate

change management; heritage and
sustainability; heritage and housing
and urban development. These are all
realistic narratives and history tells us
that they are achievable and beneficial,
including for the stated outcomes of the
resource management reforms.

A 2022 Research New Zealand survey
found 88% of New Zealanders share
an interest in the protection of New
Zealand’s historic places and buildings
The same survey highlighted that

Heritage Quarterly
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Melanesian Mission showing contemporary additions giving the heritage building new life as a café
and restaurant.

only 4% were disinterested. This is a
compelling statistic, but sadly one that
still does not appear to be surfacing in the
national resource management korero.

An ‘and’ focus, rather than an ‘or’ focus,
goes much further in achieving what

is being sought through the resource
management reforms, and will ensure that
heritage is not overlooked.

Three key pieces of legislation are
proposed as part of the reforms - the
Natural Built Environments Act, the
Strategic Planning Act and the Climate
Change Adaption Act.

The proposed Natural and Built
Environments Act is intended to be the
primary piece of legislation to replace
the Resource Management Act. As an
integrated statute for land use and
environmental protection, it will work

in tandem with the proposed Strategic
Planning Act. Reform narratives state that
the Act will set out how the environment
will be protected and enhanced in the
future system, ensuring people and
communities use the environment in a
way that not only supports their well-
being, but also allows future generations
the same opportunity. This is proposed
to be achieved by ensuring that the

use, development, and protection of
resources only occur within prescribed
environmental limits,

Of interest are references to improving
recognition of te ao Maori and Te Tiriti
0 Waitangi which suggest the inclusion
of ‘te oranga o te taiao’ in the Act’s
purpose; a concept of encapsulating
the intergenerational importance of
the health and well-being of the natural
environment. This is exciting as it
suggests the Act responds to Maori as
Treaty partners, and the Treaty is, of
course, an integral part of our heritage.
But we can all read such ideas and miss

4 Heritage Quarterly

a critical point here that may prove that
the ‘us or them’ approach is real and
intended. While there is a willingness to
speak about environmental limits and

to create an understanding of the well-
being of te taiao/the natural environment,
nothing is offered in respect of heritage
parameters or nga taonga tuku iho/
treasures handed down by our ancestors.
In reference to the use, development

and protection of resources, the built
environment - where heritage is mostly
perceived to be - is effectively left off.

The proposed Strategic Planning Act
provides a strategic and long-term
approach to how we plan for using land
and the coastal marine area. It is intended
that spatial strategies in each region

will identify areas that are suitable for
development, need to be protected or
improved, need new infrastructure, have
other social needs such as hospitals and
schools, and are vulnerable to climate
change effects and natural hazards such
as earthquakes. These regional strategies
are cited as enabling more efficient land
and development markets to improve
housing supply, affordability and choice,
and climate change mitigation and
adaptation, but the silence on heritage is
deafening.

Additionally, a proposed Climate Change
Adaptation Act is designed to support
Aotearoa New Zealand’s response to

the effects of climate change. It will
address the complex legal and technical
issues associated with managed retreat
and funding and financing adaptation.
Heritage resides at the heart of these
issues, and can help communities

cope with adaptation, but we cannot

be confident that the role of heritage is
recognised here if this must be anchored
in the other Acts.

Indeed, where is heritage in all this
reform? The inclusion of matauranga

Maori is encouraging, but a seriously
good opportunity is missed if it is

not nested well alongside the rest of
this country’s extraordinary cultural
heritage. Assumption risks making fools
of all involved so why is the legislation
seemingly silent on the topic of heritage,
when it should anchor the reform? After
all, heritage conservation is the original
means of producing positive outcomes for
the natural and built environment as it is
used, adapted and developed.

Heritage is not a competing or
contradictory concept. Certainly not
when one reviews the objectives of the
resource management reforms. Heritage
is part of the environment, the purpose
of its protection is always for present and
future generations, and it is full of stories
that promote the best things New Zealand
has to offer. Heritage teaches us how to
stand the test of time and the impacts of
climate and environmental changes, and
its protected artefacts (land and places)
provide intergenerational well-being.

So, what do the ‘resource management
reforms’ mean for heritage?

While we are actively participating in

the formal mechanisms of the reform
process, it seems to us that heritage
interests would also benefit from New
Zealanders standing up and taking an
urgent stance to influence the process
and outcomes sought by the reforms.
There is clear evidence showing that the
vast majority of us have an interest in the
ongoing protection of our historic places
and buildings; New Zealanders whose
voices can add strength to our own at this
important time. Once heritage is lost, it is
lost forever.

Read every story and article in this
Heritage Quarterly edition and whilst
doing so reflect on heritage and the
matters that the reforms seek to address.
They benefit from each other. m

Andrew Coleman
Chief Executive
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TO TATOU TAMAKI MAKAURAU

Unitary plan myths busted

Myth 3: There is inadequate protection
for built heritage

The council is strongly committed to protecting
Auckland’s built heritage. The proposed plan provides
more protection for built heritage than the current
district plans of Auckland’s former councils.




CATALYST: Losing seven old St Heliers bulldings alerted the city council to heritage Issues. PICTURE / DEAN PURCELL

Advisers to help preserve city

by Bernard Orsman

Super: City reporter

The Auckland Council is setting up a
heritage advisory panel to strengthen
its hand in protecting the city’s dwind-
ling stock of Victorian, Edwardian and
art deco building:

‘The January demolition of seven
old buildings, in St Heliers, including
three 1935 Spanish mission-style
houses, was a wake-up call for Mayor
Len Brown and councillors about the
level of community anger and lack of
power to prevent the destruciion of
heritage buildings.

Yesterday, the council’s parks,
recréation and heritage committee
voted to establish an advisory panel
made up of people with heritage and

other relevant expertise, as well as
interested members of the community.

The panel will not have statutory
decision-making powers, but will pro-
vide independent advice and input to
heritage issues before the council.

It will also advise on council policy
and public developments, and mem-
bers will be able to sit on the wban
design panel, which considers develop-

S m

nittee chairwoman
d the move would
reinforce the protection of the X
built and cultural heritage as a priority
in the new Auckland.

“The advisory panel demonistrates
the determination of the council to
work co-operatively with the commun-
ity and use their local knowledge and
expertise as we work to protect and cel-
ebrate our heritage,” she said.

Ms Coney will chair the panel, but

an attempt by her and some council-
lors to choose the other members was
defeated after a motion by councillor
Ann Hartley.

Mrs Hartley and six other council-
lors wanted to call for public nomina-
tions to make the process open and
transparent.

Ms Coney was concerned public
nominations would cause delays, say-
ing she was keen to get the panel run-
ning and not be tripped up by another
heritage issue in the meantime.

Heritage advocate and Historic
Places Trust board member Allan
Matson said the panel could be a useful
tool, particularly for community
groups to get an early look at heritage

j\ vlatson supported members of
thenew panel sitting on the urban
design panel and providing input into
council policy.

GOFF (WITH HERITAGE
CAMPAIGNER SALLY HUGHES,
IN TURTLENECK SWEATER).







