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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines the role of community groups in the conservation of New
Zealand’s built heritage through access to discretionary funding and professional
conservation advice. It will be argued that the provision of funding and conservation
advice to community groups by those agencies with a statutory responsibility for
conserving New Zealand’s built heritage is currently inadequate and that there is a
clear role for a non-government funding agency to provide funding to community

groups wishing to conserve buildings they have identified within their community.

However, it will be contended that funding alone is not enough and that appropriate
conservation advice is necessary if national and international conservation standards

are to be met and buildings conserved for future generations.

A review of the literature pertaining to the different concepts, values and significance
of the built heritage ascribed to it by professionals and the community has been
carried out. Legislation in New Zealand namely the Resource Management Act 1991
and the Historic Places Act 1993 has been examined and the roles of the central

agencies under these two pieces of legislation have been identified.

A number of community empowerment attributes are identified and are used to
evaluate the effectiveness of the community based funding model developed by the
Lottery Environment and Heritage Committee (a distribution committee of the New
Zealand Lottery Grants Board), which provides funding to community groups for the
conservation of historic buildings. A case study is used to demonstrate the

effectiveness of this process.
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

Thesis Aim
The overall aim of this thesis is to examine the role of community groups in the
conservation of New Zealand’s built heritage through access to discretionary funding

and professional conservation advice.

It will be argued that the provision of funding and conservation advice to community
groups by those agencies with a statutory responsibility for protecting New Zealand’s
built heritage is currently inadequate and that there is a clear role for a non-
government funding agency to provide funding to community groups wishing to

conserve buildings they have identified within their community.

However, it will be contended that funding alone is not enough and that appropriate
conservation advice is necessary if national and international conservation standards

are to be met and buildings conserved for future generations.

Objectives

This study has six objectives:

1 To examine the role of central government, local government and the
community in identifying and protecting the built heritage to appropriate
conservation standards.

8 To evaluate the place and role of community groups in heritage conservation

initiatives and to examine how the availability of adequate funding and professional

conservation advice can assist community groups to conserve the built heritage.



3 To establish a set of empowerment attributes that are applicable to the

development of a community based funding model to conserve the built heritage.

4. To examine how a community funding model was developed by the Lottery
Environment and Heritage Distribution Committee to facilitate community access to

funding to preserve New Zealand’s built heritage.

5: To evaluate the effectiveness of the Lottery Environment and Heritage

Committee’s community funding model through examining a case study.

6. To set out recommendations that will further develop the conservation of the

built heritage in New Zealand.

Methodology

A review of the literature pertaining to the different concepts, values and significance
of the built heritage ascribed to it by professionals and the community has been
carried out. Legislation in New Zealand namely the Resource Management Act 1991
and the Historic Places Act 1993 has been examined and the roles of the central

agencies under these two pieces of legislation have been identified.

Between 1992 and 1996 discussions and interviews were held with appropriate staff
from the following agencies: Wellington City Council; New Zealand Historic Places
Trust, Department of Conservation, Department of Internal Affairs and community
groups which applied for funding from the Lottery Environment and Heritage
Committee. Discussions were also held with conservation architects who are
members of the New Zealand Professional Conservators Groups and ICOMOS New
Zealand. All discussions were held in the work place of the agencies or individuals,

at the place a community group was seeking funding for, or on the telephone.



At the end of 1993 I was appointed team leader for the Lottery Environment and
Heritage (LEH) Committee which is administered by the Department of Internal
Affairs. In my role as team leader I was responsible for the development of the
Committee’s funding policies, preparing new application forms and guidelines as
well as preparing advisory reports on community groups which made applications for
funding for projects from the Committee. Through my work I had frequent contact
with conservation professionals in private employment, in local authorities and in the
New Zealand Historic Places Trust. I also worked with a large number of community
groups who either applied for funding or who sought information on funding for
projects involving the conservation of the built heritage. This work involved on-site
visits and meetings with community groups as well as numerous telephone
conversations. While no formal interview structure was set in place during these
meetings informal personal interviews and discussions took place based around the
objectives of the LEH Committee. No interviews were recorded although extensive

written notes were taken.

Access was obtained to Lottery Environment and Heritage policy files as well as
advisory officer reports on two clients’ applications. A case study of a restoration
‘project’ (the preservation of St Mary of the Angels in Wellington) was used to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the process. Discussions were held with
representatives of the Foundation for the Preservation of St Mary of the Angels over
two years. A follow-up discussion was held with one of the representatives of the

Foundation by telephone on completion of the restoration project.

Terminology
The conservation terminology used in this thesis is that used in the ICOMOS New

Zealand Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural Heritage Value.



Limitations to Research

Since its inception three years ago I have been responsible for the development of the
Committee’s policies and their implementation. An integral part of my work has
been the development of a process that is aimed at ensuring community funding will
be used to restore historic buildings to an internationally recognised conservation
standard. The process is based on a co-operative approach with lottery advisory staff
acting as facilitators to bring together all those with an interest in, and responsibility
for, the conservation of the built heritage. This includes community groups,
government and non-government agencies and conservation experts. It does not
provide for private property owners because of the legislation under which the
Lottery Environment and Heritage Committee operates. While the process is used as a
basis to consider applications for the restoration of marae buildings, Maori heritage
issues are not discussed in this thesis as they contain a complex set of values and

processes which are considered beyond the scope of this discussion.

Background to the Research Problem:

Community Empowerment

The LEH Committee process is aimed at empowering community groups to conserve
those places that they have identified as being of significant heritage value to them. It
became clear as I reviewed the registration process used by the New Zealand Historic
Places Trust (NZHPT) and territorial authorities that there was little scope for
community groups to be involved in the initial identification of places that were
significant to them and that many places were not registered at all because of the
processes used by the NZHPT and territorial authorities. I also found that little
provision had been made by these agencies for financial assistance and/or
professional advice available to those community groups that wished to preserve

historic buildings and structures.



While a number of community empowerment attributes have been identified (see for
instance Barrett, 1995) it will be shown that access to funding and professional
conservation advice are attributes that are necessary for historic buildings and
structures to be preserved to recognised conservation standards by community groups.
It will also be shown that for heritage conservation to be successful it requires the co-

operation and enthusiasm of an informed and interested community.

However, ‘although the public is constantly exhorted by the experts to 'cherish' and
'nurture' the heritage, the job of identifying, classifying and ensuring its preservation
largely belongs to the coterie of heritage experts - architects, historians,
archaeologists and planners. The heritage business therefore, is subject to a constant
tension between the demands for bureaucratic consistency and impersonal expertise,
on the one hand, and for popular participation and local autonomy on the other’

(Dawson and McConville, 1991:11).

As Haereven and Lagenbach (1981) state,

preservation is in a sense a community act. It is as important as a process as in

its results, contributing to the mutual education of people who see beauty and
value in terms of architecture or of a building's place in the history of
engineering, technology, or town planning, and those who know simply that the
buildings and places are meaningful in terms of their own lives. Successful
conservation can rarely result from the action of either group alone. It is most
effective when it reflects a coming together of people from both backgrounds.

As a conservation effort becomes a real force in a community, the diversity of
its roots within the community and the multiplicity of its goals for different
peoples proves to be its most stimulating aspect. Conservation provides a
chance to draw these diverse parts of a community together, using the physical
fabric of the past as a matrix for people to achieve a greater understanding of

each other (in Lowenthal and Binney, 1981:122-123).



Built Heritage Agencies

The main agencies in New Zealand with responsibilities for the built heritage are the
Department of Conservation, the New Zealand Historic Places Trust and local
authorities. The Department of Conservation, in its Historic Heritage Strategy, has
clearly stated that its principal historic heritage function is the management of historic
resources on land it administers. The New Zealand Historic Places Trust (NZHPT)
has a responsibility under the Historic Places Act 1993 (HPA) ‘to promote the
identification, protection, preservation, and conservation of the historical and cultural
heritage of New Zealand’. Under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA)
territorial authorities are given wide ranging responsibilities for the management and
protection of historical and cultural resources, which includes the built heritage.
Both the RMA and the HPA provide for the use of non-regulatory mechanisms to
protect the built heritage including the use of covenants on titles and economic
incentives which may include the provision of grants for owners of heritage
buildings. However, as Craig (1995) found in his study of territorial authorities, few
have made provision for incentives, and, for those that have, the incentives offered
appear inadequate. The NZHPT also has the power to make grants to further the
functions of the Trust (S54(0) HPA) however it does not have the financial means to

do so (Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment (PCFE), 1996).

The RMA and HPA also provide for much wider community participation than in
previous legislation. For instance the RMA enables the public to be involved in: the
identification of places to be registered on the district plan; the preparation of regional
policy statements and plans and district plans; the protection of places through the
heritage order process and the regulatory mechanisms including the resource consent

process.

However for the community to be effective they must be involved in the preservation
process from the outset. This includes the identification of those places that are

significant to them. This part of the process is often overlooked by local authorities.



For mstance, the Heritage Hearings Committee of the Wellington City Council (1996)
heard, in its public submissions on its Heritage Provisions on the Proposed District
Plan, a number of submissions from property owners, the NZHPT and other
interested groups about the lack of consultation from the outset about those items that
were proposed to be included on the Wellington City District Plan. Concern was
expressed by these groups that places had been identified by a conservation architect
and a historian with little or no discussion with other interested parties, including
community groups, the owners of the buildings and other conservation professionals.
There was also concern expressed at the lack of financial incentives including grants
for restoring heritage buildings once they were listed on the district plan. Community
participation under the HPA is less participatory for the community in that the main
area that the community can be involved in, is the identification of places for

registration under the HPA and the entering into of heritage covenants.

Chapter Content

The main body of this thesis is contained in the following five chapters. Chapter two
provides an overview of the built heritage and how it is currently conceptualised
internationally and nationally. It discusses the role of the New Zealand Historic
Places Trust and territorial authorities in identifying and preserving the built heritage
and discusses the appropriate conservation standards that should be met in the

conservation process.

Chapter three discusses the role of the community in identifying and conserving the
built heritage and how the availability of adequate funding and professional
conservation advice are integral factors in empowering community groups to
conserve the built heritage. It establishes a set of empowerment attributes that are
applicable to the development of a community based funding model to conserve the

built heritage.



Chapter four examines how the Lottery Environment and Heritage Committee
established a community funding model to facilitate community access to funding to

conserve New Zealand’s built heritage.

Chapter five evaluates the effectiveness of the model through an illustrative case

study.

Chapter six sets out recommendations that may further develop the conservation of

the built heritage by community groups.




CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter provides an overview of the built heritage and how it is conceptualised
both nationally and internationally. These concepts are briefly assessed in terms of
their relationship with community and community perspectives. It includes a
discussion of the institutional and legal framework for the identification and
conservation of the built heritage in New Zealand and a review of internationally

recognised conservation standards including the use of conservation plans.

HERITAGE AND HISTORY

Heritage and history have become fused and confused, Boer (1991) argues. History is
something that can be constructed out of the evidence whereas heritage is an integral
part of the environment - it is that which we have inherited from our forebears, in
terms of our physical bodies as well as the minerals, flora and fauna and other

elements of our ecosystems and inevitably defines what and who we are (1991:91).

This point has also been made by Falkner (1977), who has identified three terms:
heritage, history, and historical, which she claims are often used interchangeably and
thereby loose their precise meanings. Heritage refers simply to something inherited
from our cultural past; no judgement of good or bad is made. Historic, on the other
hand, not only refers to an inheritance from the past but also carries a definite
connotation of value or importance or fame. Historical, has a much broader meaning,

referring merely to something which has its origins in the past (1977:10).

WHAT IS HERITAGE TODAY?
Dawson and McConville (1977:1) argue that the word heritage is derived from
ancestral relationships and involves the handing on of one's property as well as one's

intellectual and spiritual legacy to one's children.
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However, heritage is also about the present; about who we are today and how we have
come to be what we are. It helps to show that the environment is in a constant state of
change and that, just as people in the past have helped to determine the buildings,
areas and places which exist today, we too can influence the buildings, areas and

places which others will inherit (Local Government Heritage Guidelines, 1991).

This concept of heritage has been attributed to the development of modern society, its
values and its requirements. As Jokilehto (1991) points out, whereas in the past,
attention was given mainly to particular works of art, or to major monuments, as
landmarks of our past since the massive destruction caused by the two world wars,
people have realised that their lives are closely related with the environment where
they live and work. Their immediate environment has become the locale for their
cultural identity and their mental and spiritual reference as a basis for a balanced

quality of life.

This distinction bears on what the geographer Yi-Fu Tuan (1974) has called public
symbols and fields of care. Public symbols are widely venerated monuments such as
the Eiffel Tower or Niagara Falls. Fields of care are neighbourhoods whose features
matter only to those intimately associated with them, everyday scenes that provide

people with a sense of place.

As Fowler (1981:67) states, psychologically, the communal recent past has a different

sort of appeal from the remote past: its comprehensibility more than offsets its lack of

mystery.

The past is much more than what has happened, much more than that which
happens to have survived. We create the past of our own time merely by being;
we fashion for ourselves that which we regard as the past; and we pre-empt in
some degree that past of the future by what we preserve and by what we destroy

now. Those who talk of the past as 'dead’ fail to recognise its organic nature
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and to appreciate that despite its physical existence as monuments and
muniments, essentially it lives in the mind ... These several pasts ... are always
with us; and what we regard as worth keeping, and our reasons for so thinking,
must therefore be relative, changing with people, with time, with fashion and
with research - and, with what is left to preserve. Physically, the past is not an

inexhaustible resource; managerially, it has to be viewed as a finite resource.

The tendency today, therefore, is to understand heritage in its widest sense as
containing all the signs that document the activities and achievements of human
beings over time both physical and natural (Jokilehto, 1991). In this context such
signs can be seen as "classless" in that they represent the many different experiences
of a diverse community (Kirby,1991). These signs include even the most recent
phenomena which may be worth preserving: as a bulwark against the increasing
impermanence of the modern technological environment or as a symbol of cultural
identity, or both. This concept Lowenthal (1985) believes, reflects today's concern
for heritage by embracing all past periods, and to earlier aesthetic, scientific,
pedagogic, and patriotic reasons for conservation, while adding social identity, a

growing need for roots and traditions, and the saving of resources.

WHAT IS A HERITAGE RESOURCE ?
O'Riordan (1971:40) has defined a resource as 'an attribute of the environment
appraised by man to be of value over time within constraints imposed by his social,

political, economic and institutional framework".

In these terms, resource materials of themselves are inert, passive and permissive,
rather than mandatory, prescriptive and deterministic. Creative use of resource
potential requires the existence of a cultural and socio-economic frame of reference in
which elements of the environment acquire a function as a means of production, or

for the attainment of certain socially valued goals.
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In its Local Government Heritage Guidelines, the State Government of Victoria
(1991:2) maintains that the heritage resource is based on cultural appraisals and what
is recognised as a heritage resource by one group of people at one period in time may
be of no conceivable use or value to them or others in different circumstances. It
suggests therefore that there is a need to keep our options open by providing a
representative range of all those places that are seen as part of the heritage so that
future generations may have the opportunity to decide or evaluate their resources for

themselves.

The built heritage resource, includes buildings and structures, fortifications,
cemeteries, ruins, industrial sites and marae buildings. The built heritage may include
archaeological sites (as defined under the HPA 1993) given that many places are sited
on land that has been previously occupied and that structures themselves which are
over 100 years old may be considered archaeological sites under the Act. However,
for the purposes of this thesis archaeological sites are not included in the discussion.
The built heritage may include individual places or clusters of places such as a street

of heritage buildings. It may also include historic vessels.

VALUING THE HERITAGE

A value may be described as the quality of a relationship between a subject and an
object. To value something in this context is normally held to mean engaging in a
positive act towards it, such as liking, appreciating, enjoying, desiring, admiring,

venerating etc.

The need to value places that are part of the physical heritage can lead, as Dawson
and McConville (1991) suggest, to heritage acquiring a more specialised usage, as the
name given to those valuable features of our environment which we seek to conserve
from the ravages of development and decay. That is, it refers to things both more

tangible, and more fragile, than the most imperishable ideals of our ancestors. It does
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away with the everyday use value by museumising and iconising the functional and

mundane.

Jokilehto and Fielden (in Bowman, 1994) have established a list of heritage values to
determine places that should be listed on the World Heritage List of buildings which
are agreed by international experts to be of national and international significance and
therefore should be preserved. In order to have an overview of these values Jokilehto

(1991) separates them into two groups: cultural values, and use values.

The presence or absence of these values, Jokilehto suggests, will influence the
safeguarding and preservation of cultural heritage sites, or may even influence their

neglect and destruction.

Cultural Values

Jokilehto states that cultural values that are associated with heritage sites and their
relationship with present-day observers are necessarily subjective, (i.e. they depend
on the sensitivity or lack of appreciation of our time). These values will influence an
interest in the object and in its setting, the interpretation of the intrinsic cultural
resource, as well as the policy of treatment. Determining the local, regional, national
or international significance of a heritage site should be defined on the basis of these
values in relation to historic substance and archaeological potential. Jokilehto

distinguishes three categories of cultural values:

a)  Cultural identity value (based on recognition):
Included in these values are age, tradition, continuity, memorial,
legendary, wonder, sentiment, spiritual, religious, symbolic, political,

patriotic and nationalistic.



b)

Use Values

14

Relative art/technical value (based on research):
These are values based on the scientifically accomplished and critical
historical evaluation of the aesthetic and architectural design, the

technical, structural and functional significance of the object.

Rarity value (based on statistics):
These are the values of the object/site in relation to constructions of the
same type, style, builder, period, and/or region: and can be considered in

terms of their representativeness and/or uniqueness.

This includes those values which are related to present-day society and its socio-

political infrastructures. While they are usually associated with economics, a number

of other categories may be identified:

a)

b)

Economic Value:

Basically, economics has to deal with the best allocation of resources to
fit a wide range of needs. The economic value may not be restricted to a
financial value. In terms of cultural heritage, economics may be
understood as a value generated by the heritage taken as a resource or by
the conservation process taken as an allocation process. The economic

value has four components:

revenue from tourism,

revenue from commerce,

revenue from the use, and

revenue from amenities.

Functional value:
These values are related to the economic value, and are associated with

the survival of the original type of function or of a compatible use in a
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building or in an area. Jokilehto believes that while ruined structures may
have lost this value they may still have functions in relation to their
presentation to the public, or their use as a setting for activities such as art
performances. Functional values can also refer to the continued use of a

place for farming purposes.

c¢)  Educational value:
This refers to the didactic value of the object/site; its cultural-touristic
significance; awareness of concrete evidence in culture and history; and

the integration of historic objects and periods in present-day society.

d)  Social value':
This refers to those values that are related to traditional social activities;

as well as present day functions compatible with the historic structures.

e) Political value:
This refers to the significance of the site in relation to history and present-

day ambitions of authorities or citizens.
Jokilehto's separation of values into cultural and use values has been also been
discussed by Riegel (1982) who distinguishes between commemorative values (or
values of the past) and present-day values.

Riegel distinguishes three different commemorative values in historic monuments:

a) the intentional value, which includes those works which recall a

specific moment or complex of moments from the past;

' Johnston (1992) has also recognised the significance of

social value to communities. This is discussed in more
detail in chapter 3.
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b) the unintentional or historic value, which also refers to a particular
moment, but the choice of that moment is left to our subjective

preference; and

c) the age value, which embraces every artefact without regard to its
original significance and purpose, as long as it reveals the passage of a
considerable period of time. A monument which has age value evokes
an emotional response that is not based on rationality but rather on

the sensory perception of all those that view it. It has inherent value.

In contrast, Riegel contends, present-day values satisfy either sensory or intellectual
needs. Sensory needs concern values of practical use while intellectual needs are
concerned with artistic values. Artistic values are further differentiated into essential
or newness-value within the discrete character of a freshly completed work, and
relative art value which is in agreement with the modern Kunstwollen (creative

processes).

Riegel argues that the newness value can be appreciated by everybody while relative
art value can only be appreciated by the aesthetically modern person. He sees this as
stemming from our perception that only new things are beautiful, the old, fragmentary

and faded, are thought to be ugly.

The contradiction between newness value and age value is at the centre of the
controversy which rages over the treatment of monuments. Newness value can only
be preserved at the expense of age value. Where a monument has ceased to have use

value the consideration of age value has begun to prevail in its preservation.

Cultural values (or Riegel's commemorative values) are thus seen as a way of
appraising those places associated with the cultural past while present-day use values

are those associated with what might be regarded as the cultural values of the present.
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Both need to be taken into consideration if we are to maintain a cultural heritage base
for the future in that we cannot foresee what the cultural needs of future generations

will be.

DETERMINING LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE

The variety of approaches to understanding heritage and the scope of the heritage
concept clearly poses problems of definition and perspective. It also affects how we
determine what is saved. These problems are further compounded, as Fowler (1981)
and Isar (1986) have argued, by the finite nature of the built heritage resource. As
they point out, not all buildings can be saved (whether through natural, irreversible
physical decay or through the economic expediency of doing so). They therefore
believe there is a need to establish not only criteria for assessing the heritage value of
a place, as outlined above, but that once these qualitative values have been established
some form of quantitative mechanisms are required to determine the level of
significance of a place. These mechanisms would in turn be used to ascertain not
only whether a place should be preserved but also who would have responsibility for
managing it and what financial and other resources should be spent on ensuring it is
preserved. Some of these mechanisms include: establishing a single list system so
that all places identified as having heritage significance are listed on a register;
attributing some form of ranking to a place; and identifying the local, regional or

national significance of a place. These mechanisms are briefly summarised.

SINGLE LIST SYSTEMS
In the United States the National Register of Historic Places (1985) uses a single list
system whereby eligible places are simply entered on the register if they meet the
criteria.

These criteria include determining the quality of significance in American

history, architecture, archaeology, engineering and culture is present in
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districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of

location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association, and:

A. that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution

to the broad patterns of our history, or

B.  that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

C.  that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high
artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity

whose components may lack individual distinction; or

D.  that have yielded or may be likely to yield information important in pre-

history or history.

These criteria are not used as a ranking system and are not usually applied to religious
institutions or places. While these criteria have been established by the Parks Service
the community may also establish their own criteria along with those of the National

register if they wish to nominate a place for inclusion on the register.

RANKING

The National Parks Service (1985:15) evaluates its historic resources with reference
to the historic context, which is developed on the basis of background data on the
community's history and pre-history, or on such data from the surrounding area. In
essence this involves identifying the historic context or contexts to which each
property may relate, then deciding whether and how it does or does not fit into the

context. This is done through a survey process.
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Historic resources are then evaluated ‘solely on the architectural, archaeological and
cultural values perceived in the properties involved, without consideration of the
economic value of such properties or how they are to be treated in planning’ (ibid:55).

In other words, properties should be evaluated on their merits (not including financial
or economic values) while decisions about what to do with places evaluated as
significant are dealt with separately. This differs from Jokilehto who evaluates

cultural heritage places using both cultural and present day use (economic) values.

The experience of the National Parks Service suggests that the complexities inherent
in historic resources evaluations and the number of other factors that must be
considered in establishing preservation priorities do not lend themselves to simple
numerical formulas. They have found that there is a basic logistical problem with
such systems because of the difficulty in working with often complex rating formulas.
The National Parks Service claims that numerical systems often give a false sense of
certainty in judgement about resources: (for example, in quantifying intangibles like
significance), and, as they point out, it is questionable whether the difference between
a place scoring 79 and another scoring 80 is really meaningful. Numerical evaluation
systems generally do not provide for adjustment based on the discovery of additional
resources, loss of similar resources, discovery of new data, or change in the condition

of evaluated resources.

The National Parks Service also points out the difficulty in assessing the number of
points which should be given one aspect of significance. For instance, a building of
national significance may receive more points than one of local significance, even
though the locally significant building may be more critical to the character of the
community. In addition it is equally difficult to balance historical significance
against architectural or other forms of significance and to determine how many points
each should receive. Finally, they conclude, it is difficult to evaluate diverse
resources within one system (for example, how does one evaluate a lighthouse,

against a cathedral?) (ibid:20). Rather, they argue that a case-by-case evaluation of
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resources provides a more accurate assessment of the significance of resources and

thus a more realistic basis for planning decisions.

LOCAL, REGIONAL AND NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE
Another mechanism used to determine the level of significance is to consider a place
in terms of its local, regional, national and even international significance.

The levels of significance used by the State of Victoria, Australia, include:

Local significance - those places important to a local community or part of a local
community which is usually defined by a local government area. The normal means
of management for places of local significance is inclusion (i.e. with appropriate

designation and controls) in the local planning scheme;

State/regional significance - those places important to the state. Management of
these places includes listing in the local planning scheme. Places may also be
nominated for the Australian Heritage Commission Register of the National Estate as

well as the State Register of Historic Buildings;

National significance - those places considered to be important to the state and the
nation. Management of these places includes listing in the local planning scheme, as
well as being nominated for the Australian Heritage Commission Register of the

National Estate and the State Register of Historic Buildings;

International significance- Those places determined to be of world heritage value
may be considered for the UNESCO World Heritage List and should be included on

all registers.

These mechanisms for ranking the built heritage and determining its level of
significance can and are used by government and local government agencies in an

attempt to ensure some form of protection for the built heritage within the resources
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that they consider necessary or believe they have available to allocate for that
purpose. What can result however, is that only a few places are deemed worthy of
being preserved and this process is usually undertaken by the experts or professionals
who determine the significance of a building based largely on their own cultural
values and who may have, in a sense, lost their own fields of care and therefore need
to expropriate someone else’s and do so. Usually the built heritage becomes
nationalised thereby iconising it and removing it from the fields of care that created it
and to whom it has social value. What is critical is who determines what is

significant.

HERITAGE AND COMMUNITY CONCEPTS

The assessment of significance is an interpretation of values held by the assessor
and/or by the community of interest (PCFE, 1996). In most instances however, as
discussed above, the assessor is an expert or professional employed by an agency to
establish, in the first instance, a set of objective criteria, to try and validate what is of
heritage value to a community -whether it is a local community such as a
neighbourhood or a national community (what Yi-Fu Tuan has called fields of care
and public symbols) with the community itself isolated from the process. If
preservation is a community act as Haereven and Lagenbach have argued, then the
ability of the community to assess places of significance to them becomes an integral
part of the conservation process.. The community’s concept of heritage and its role in

the identification and conservation process will be discussed further in chapter 3.

The institutional context of heritage in New Zealand and

conservation policies

NEW ZEALAND HISTORIC PLACES TRUST

The leading central government agency in New Zealand with responsibility for the
built heritage is the New Zealand Historic Places Trust (NZHPT) (PCFE, 1996). The
NZHPT has a responsibility under the Historic Places Act 1993 (HPA) s 4(1) ‘to
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promote the identification, protection, preservation, and conservation of the historical

and cultural heritage of New Zealand’. The term “historical and cultural heritage” is

not defined. A historic place “means any land (including an archaeological site); or

any building or structure(including part of a building or structure); or any

combination of land and a building or structure, that forms part of the historical and

cultural heritage of New Zealand and lies within the territorial limits of New Zealand;

and includes anything that is in or fixed to such land”.

The HPA does set out a number of criteria for determining whether a historic place

should be registered. The criteria include:

(@)

(b)

(©)
(@)
(e)
0
()
(h)
)

()
(k)

@

The extent to which the place reflects important or representative aspects of
New Zealand history:

The association of the place with events, persons, or ideas of importance in
New Zealand history:

The potential of the place to provide knowledge of New Zealand history:
The importance of the place to the tangata whenua:

The community association with, or public esteem for, the place:

The potential of the place for public education:

The technical accomplishment or value, or design of the place:

The symbolic or commemorative value of the place:

The importance of identifying historic places known to date from early
periods of New Zealand settlement:

The importance of identifying rare types of historic places:

The extent to which the place forms part of a wider historical and cultural
complex or historical and cultural landscape:

Such additional criteria for registration of wahi tapu, wahi tapu areas,
historic places, and historic areas of Maori interest as may be prescribed in

regulations under this Act:



23

(m) Such additional criteria not inconsistent with those in paragraphs (a) to (k)
of this subsection for the purpose of assigning Category I or Category II
status to any historic place, and for the purpose of registration of any

historic area, as may be prescribed in regulations made under this Act.

(s 23 (2)).

These criteria are similar to what Jokiletho has described as cultural values as discussed
earlier. The NZHPT like other intemational heritage agencies such as the National
Parks Service in the United States could be seen to interpret heritage in a historic

context rather than a contemporary context as the present day use values would imply.

The Register
The Trust is required to establish and maintain a register of historic places (s 21).

Under section 23 the Trust may register any historic place or area if it possesses
aesthetic, archaeological, architectural, cultural, historical, scientific, social, spiritual,
technological, or traditional significance or value. This is similar to section 189 of the
RMA. The HPA introduced a two tier registration system with a set of criteria for
determining the appropriate level of registration of each historic place (s 25). -see

below.

Ranking
The HPA uses a two tier ranking system however, there is little distinction between the

two categories. A Category I place is one that is of ‘special or outstanding historical or
cultural heritage significance’ while a Category II place is one that is of ‘historical or
cultural heritage significance’. There is no indication that Category I places are of
national significance and that Category II places are of local significance. Such a
differentiation could enable the NZHPT to focus on those places of national
significance while territorial authorities could take responsibility for places of local
significance. It would seem then that a Category I or II classification is only used as a
general way of indicating the value of a place or area. The NZHPT may also use it as a

means for determining whether or not a place merits protection through the heritage
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order process due to the costs associated with issuing a heritage order. In fact where
places are not registered Category I (or not registered at all) the NZHPT has encouraged
community groups and or territorial authorities to take out a heritage order to protect a
place (as was the case with the Sacred Heart Convent in Christchurch). Carol Quirk,
former Deputy Director of the NZHPT, claimed that the cost of issuing a heritage order
meant the NZHPT used it as ‘a last- resort mechanism’. Quirk believed that the process
was ‘time consuming and expensive’ and cited the 1988-89 defence of the protection
notice on the William’s Cottage in Queenstown which included Planning Tribunal
hearings and staff time cost the Trust in excess of $60,000 (Quirk, in Cawley, 1992).
The NZHPT lost the appeal. A more recent case by the NZHPT to put a heritage order
on the chimney at the former Benhar Pottery cost in the vicinity of $50,000
(Richardson, 1992).

The purpose of the register is to identify heritage places and advocate for their
protection. It is a means of informing members of the public about historic places,

notifying owners of historic places and assisting historic places to be protected under

the RMA (section 22(2) HPA).

Registration
Under section 24 any person may propose that a place be registered. The NZHPT then

publicly notifies the proposal if it believes it has sufficient evidence. The place then has
interim protection pursuant to section 26 and is also subject to sections 194 and 195 of
the RMA as if interim registration were notice of a requirement for a heritage order.
Under section 28 the owner or anyone has the right to make a submission to the NZHPT
concerning the registration of a place and the NZHPT may reconsider the category of

registration.

Final registration may be confirmed by agreement of the owner and every person
holding a registered interest in the place or the NZHPT may itself confirm the

registration of the place without the owner's or the interested public's approval.
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(section 30). By the end of 1995 there were 4,676 historic buildings on the register.
The majority of these had been registered under the HPA 1980 and under the
transitional provisions of the HPA 1993 were transferred to the new register. To date
the NZHPT has never undertaken a systematic survey of historic buildings in New

Zealand. Most places have been identified by the NZHPT and/or its members.

When a place is registered there appears to be little information available to the owners
about why the place has been registered, its significance and the implications of its
registration in terms of what sought of work an owner can do to a registered place
(Bowron, 1996). This can cause concern to owners when they propose to do any major
alterations to a registered building. For example, this concern has been expressed by
the Foundation for the Preservation of St Mary of the Angels and is discussed further in
the Case Study in Chapter 5.

TERRITORIAL AUTHORITIES

Territorial Authorities have a significant function regarding the built heritage under the
Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). The RMA, while using similar words to
those of the HPA also fails to define any key words such as “heritage”. However in
defining the purposes of heritage orders (s 189) the Act does state that they include

protecting:

(1)(a) Any place of special interest, character, intrinsic or amenity value or
visual appeal, or of special significance to the tangata whenua for spiritual,

cultural, or historical reasons; and...

Special interest is further defined to include having a ‘special cultural, architectural,

historical, scientific, ecological, or other interest’.

This enables a wide range of interests to be considered which should however be

consistent with the purposes and principles of the Act. Interpretation is left up to those
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involved in its implementation. Thus many local authorities in the process of drafting
their district plans have established different criteria for assessing the heritage values of
a place both from each other and from the NZHPT. As the PCFE (1996) argues, given
the absence of any national strategy there is a lack of clarity in identifying and

protecting places of heritage value by all those with an interest in or responsibility for it.

However, the PCFE believes that there is a generally low level of political
commitment by local authorities to the status accorded the historic and cultural
heritage in New Zealand because of its placement in S. 7 of Part II of the RMA rather
than S.6. At present the heritage values of sites, buildings, places or areas is only one
of the “Other Matters” under S. 7 RMA. There is therefore no requirement on local
authorities to identify and conserve the built heritage. Under s 7 local authorities are
only required to have particular regard to the recognition and protection of the
heritage values of sites, buildings, places or areas. This places a lesser duty than does
the requirement to recognise and provide for (Minister of Works and Development v
Waimea County Council [1976] 1 NZLR 379; R v CD [1976] 1 NZLR 436) and has
been identified by the NZHPT as weakening the value of the physical heritage in
comparison with the value placed on the natural heritage which is recognised as being

of national importance in s 6 (PCE, 1996 p.36)

The PCFE believes that by shifting all heritage values to s 6 RMA it would have an
important effect on all heritage aspects dealt with under the RMA, from policy and
planning to the level of individual resource consent applications, without extending

responsibilities of territorial authorities beyond present good practice.

There is no consistent methodology used by territorial authorities in the identification
and assessment of the built heritage when preparing regional or district plans (PCFE

1996, Craig 1995 and Vossler, 1993).
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Methods of Scheduling
Craig (1995) found that most of the local authorities had adopted their own criteria

for scheduling buildings and areas. Some, such as Wellington, had developed and set
out detailed assessment criteria against which a detailed inventory of buildings was

assessed on a qualitative basis.

There was, however, some variation in how qualitative the assessment was, regardless
of whether there was detailed criteria or not. For example, in Manukau City, the
assessment of buildings involved a record sheet for each building comprising a
detailed statement in respect of each of the twenty criteria against which the buildings
were assessed for scheduling. In Wellington however, the buildings on the schedule
were essentially identified on the basis of the conservation architect’s ‘expertise and
knowledge’ and many of the inventory entries did not record any comment against the

three scheduling criteria. With few exceptions, interiors were not examined at all.

Only Auckland City and Christchurch City developed a points system for assessment.
This was seen as being highly valuable by Council officers, in that a points system
could assist them in defining appropriate scheduling categories and the extent of
protection. It could also assist in prioritising incentives towards the most worthy
items. Where a points system or some other ranking was included it was seen to
provide a clear comparison between items and for understanding the relative value of
various criteria. Most importantly, Craig (1995) believed, it facilitates a transparent
logical approach, gives a rigour to a section 32 RMA analysis, and allows easy review
in the list of further information about an item. These can be provided in the hearings

process.

Craig observed some variation in the assessors and their backgrounds and the reasons
given for scheduling. For instance, items proposed for scheduling for Wellington
City Council were identified by a conservation architect using Jokilehto’s criteria.

Despite the broad range of values that Jokilehto uses, Craig noted that it was evident
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from many inventory entries that architectural history was given considerable
qualitative weight (though without a points based assessment system to review it
could not be proved). Other assessment systems were clearly derived from other
organisations and disciplines. Manukau City Council looked at the ICOMOS Charter

whereas Christchurch City drew on the Historic Places Act for its assessment criteria.

There was also variation in the degree of owner input into the process. Dunedin and
Manukau City were the most “owner friendly” in that they directly advised all owners
of the fact that their building was being considered and called for comments long in
advance of the notification of the respective proposed plans. However, for other
Councils there seems to have been little direct involvement of the community in the
initial scheduling process. Councils hired the experts, prepared the schedules and then

went through a public notification process.

The Form of the Schedule
Craig (1995) found that most schedules provided relatively little information in

respect of why a particular item was proposed for protection or the extent of such
protection. For example, Auckland City Council’s schedule identified each item
including whether or not the interior or surroundings are protected, and in respect of

the latter included a separate schedule of the extent of the surroundings.

Other plans used the wording of the rules to distinguish the extent of protection
offered. A range of categories have also been adopted. A two category system was
most common, while Christchurch City had four categories and Wellington City and
Dunedin City had only one category. Craig believes that the division of items on the
schedule into separate categories is essential in that having only one grade can mean
that the schedule offers the same level of protection for example, to the interior of a
lowly and much modified Courteney Place shop as to the exterior of St Gerard’s
monastery. Craig sees this lack of comparison as a serious shortfall in the Wellington

City approach. This concern was also expressed by property owners and other
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interested parties at the Wellington City Council Hearings Committee meetings on
the schedule (1996). Fowler (1981) and Isar (1986) have also emphasised the point
that places have different heritage values but that some form of ranking is required

given that not everything can be saved.

Wellington and Christchurch are the only councils to schedule every building interior
even though in the case of Wellington, very few building interiors were inspected.
Some councils, such as Dunedin also didn’t examine interiors, and the emphasis in

their plan is on the townscape importance of a building only.

Effects of Scheduling
Craig observed that there was considerable variations in the activity status of various

activities in respect of scheduled items, and the way such applications should be
assessed. For instance, most councils used discretionary or controlled status for
controlling the effects of proposed work on a scheduled item. Notification was
usually possible, though territorial authorities which defined such activities as

controlled, usually also defined related applications as non-notified.

Most Councils defined the demolition or removal of a scheduled item as a
discretionary activity in the District Plan prepared under the RMA. Craig also found
that while assessment criteria for such applications is typical, they do not include
what could in effect be a significant consideration - the merits of the new
development which is proposed to replace the building. However, this does not
preclude new developments happening for, as Craig’s study shows, most councils
give priority to the facades of buildings rather than considering the heritage value of
the whole building.  In fact, what could happen (as in the case of the redevelopment
of the BNZ in Queen Street, Auckland in the 1980’s) is that the facade is tacked on to

a whole new development.
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Craig found that the way in which areas (which include groups of buildings) of
heritage value were treated by the different territorial authorities varied even more
than their approach to scheduled buildings (1995:40). For instance the extent and
number of heritage areas ranged from the small heritage zones of Lower Hutt and
Christchurch, to the numerous townscape precincts of Dunedin, to the protection of
whole villa suburbs in Auckland. Most Councils use either zoning or identifications
for defining heritage areas with the use of development controls being applied to each
zone. In Auckland, any demolition, alteration or addition, or new building, feature or
sign is a restricted discretionary activity in a Conservation Area with assessment
criteria being used to control the effects of any proposed work. Auckland City
Council has established a Conservation and Urban design section which controls the
assessment process as well as providing advice to owners through its Architectural

Guidelines and/or direct involvement.

NON-REGULATORY MECHANISMS FOR CONSERVING THE BUILT HERITAGE

Both the RMA and the HPA provide for the use of non-regulatory mechanisms to
protect the built heritage. These mechanisms can be implemented through section 32 of
the Resource Management Act and the Annual Planning process of the Local
Government Act. Such mechanisms can include financial incentives such as rates relief
on covenanted as well as registered places (under either the HPA or RMA), heritage
funds, planning incentives such as transfer of development rights, plot ratio bonuses or
waivers to development controls Vossler (1989). The use of heritage funds is discussed
in chapter 3. Territorial authorities can also use advocacy and education programmes to

encourage the community to participate in heritage preservation.

While Vossler (1989) has identified a number of incentives that could be used by
territorial authorities, Craig (1995) found most of the territorial authorities made some
provision for encouraging heritage protection including policy recognition, education,

guidance and support. Financial incentives, whether through general statements of
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intent in their policy or through the practical provision of expert in-house guidance

and assessment the incentives offered did not appear adequate.

The NZHPT also has the power to make grants to further the functions of the Trust
(S54(0)) however it does not have the financial means to do so (PCFE, 1996).

Conservation Policies and Standards

NEW ZEALAND NATIONAL COMMITTEE OF THE INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL OF
MONUMENTS AND SITES

Another agency in New Zealand with an interest in the built heritage is the New
Zealand National Committee of the International Council of Monuments and Sites
(ICOMOS). ICOMOS stands for the International Council on Monuments and Sites
which was established under the guidance of UNESCO to develop and promote an
international policy on cultural heritage conservation. Individual countries are
empm'vered by ICOMOS to develop their own charters which are largely derivative of
the Venice Charter which has been developed by ICOMOS as an international
guideline for conservation standards. Most countries adapt the concepts within the
Venice charter to reflect their own cultural heritage values. Some important factors
especially relevant to New Zealand are for instance the differing views of Maori and
pakeha towards building conservation, that the New Zealand environment has a
predominance of tin and timber and that the high risks of some natural phenomenon
like floods, erosion and earthquakes have affected building practices in the past and

may influence methods used in their preservation.

ICOMOS New Zealand uses the term cultural heritage in its Charter for the
Conservation of Places of Cultural Heritage Value. The Charter provides the

following definition of cultural heritage value:
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possessing historical, archaeological, architectural, technological, aesthetic,
scientific, spiritual, social, traditional or other special cultural significance,

associated with human activity (ICOMOS New Zealand 1993).

The New Zealand Charter describes places of cultural heritage value which:

(i) have lasting values and can be appreciated in their own right;
(ii) teach us about the past and the culture of those who came before us;
(iii)  provide the context for community identity whereby people relate to
the land and to those who have gone before;
(iv)  provide variety and contrast in the modern world and a measure
against which we can compare the achievements of today; and
(v) provide visible evidence of the continuity between past, present and
future.
These factors are similar to those identified by Jokilehto and recognise the need to
provide for community identity. Implicit in this is that the community must have a
role in the identification process as well as recognising the need to provide for future
generations by ensuring that there is a link between those places identified with the

past, present and future.

Conservation Standards
ICOMOS has established guiding principles for the conservation of the built heritage

in New Zealand. Conservation means the processes of caring for a place so as to
safeguard its cultural heritage value (ICOMOS New Zealand Charter for the
Conservation of Places of Cultural Heritage Value). Conservation principles and
processes used in New Zealand are set out in the ICOMOS New Zealand Charter for
the Conservation of Places of Cultural Heritage Value, 1993. This Charter is used as
a conservation policy guideline by the New Zealand Historic Places Trust, the
Department of Conservation, some territorial authorities and professional

practitioners in the field as well as community groups involved in conservation
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projects. The Lottery Environment and Heritage Committee has adopted in principle,
the principles of the Charter as a guide to considering applications for funding for
conservation projects (New Zealand Lottery Grants Board Te Puna Tahua Strategic

Plan 1996/97).

The ICOMOS Charter defines both principles and processes. It recognises that one of
the great threats to heritage places is misguided preservation attempts, for example
the facadism that took place in the mid eighties in New Zealand which saw only the
front facade of many buildings like the Bank of New Zealand building in Queen
Street, Auckland being preserved and a major redevelopment being built immediately
behind it. The ICOMOS Charter suggests that conservation projects should include
the preparation of a plan which meets the conservation principles of the Charter. For

a full appraisal of the Charter (see Appendix 1).

Conservation plans
The NZHPT is required to prepare conservation plans for properties that it owns

but the HPA does not require the preparation of conservation plans for those places
that are registered. 'At its simplest, a conservation plan is a document setting out
what is significant in a place and, therefore, what policies are appropriate to enable
that significance to be retained in its future use and development' (Kerr, 1990). The
ICOMOS NZ charter recommends the preparation of conservation plans for
heritage places prior to undertaking work on them. Some funding agencies
including the Getty Conservation Fund in the United States and the Lottery
Environment and Heritage Committee also require conservation plans to be
completed prior to the funding of conservation work. Both organisations also

provide funding for the preparation of the plans.

An integral part of the conservation plan is determining the cultural heritage
significance of the place. This helps to identify and assess what makes a place valued

by the community. It is usually done by researching the history of the place,
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examining the fabric and setting of the place, and preparing a heritage inventory. A
heritage inventory identifies the individual elements in a building and may include
ranking these to determine which elements are essential to retain, and where

practicable, and in line with the overall heritage significance of the place.

The preparation of a conservation plan for the built heritage usually involves a multi-
disciplinary approach which draws on the skills and knowledge of professionals such
as structural engineers and architects as well as by the owner or group involved in the
process. Bowman (1994) states that where a built solution is proposed or likely and a
physical inspection of the place is required then a conservation architect or
architectural conservator is the most appropriate professional for compiling the final
plan. In New Zealand, there has been much debate among members of ICOMOS
New Zealand about the requirement for instance by the Lottery Environment and
Heritage Committee for a conservation architect to be recognised as the major person
responsible for the preparation of conservation plans (ICOMOS correspondence to
the Lottery Environment and Heritage Committee). However as stated by Bowman
(1994) and Cochran (1994) this requirement is necessary because of the specialist
nature of the work involved. Bowman and Cochran do not see this requirement as
exclusive. Rather, they see the need for the conservation architect to bring together a
group of skilled people to ensure that adequate interpretation of heritage values and

conservation principles have been taken into account in the preparation of the plan.

Once a general statement of significance has been prepared, individual parts of a
place can then be identified and ascribed a rating. This can be either numerical or
alphabetical. The ratings are used to guide future conservation work and determine
the level of intervention required. Those parts with a high rating should be limited to
preservation and restoration whereas those with a low rating may have a higher level

of intervention.
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As Kerr (1990) points out, in the preparation of conservation plans it would be a
'quixotic or egocentric practitioner who failed to give proper consideration to the
client's needs, aspirations and resources’. Kerr notes that where the client's
requirements cannot be fitted into the place or are of such character that they would
destroy much of its significance, this should then be explained to the owner (and/or
person commissioning the plan) to avoid wasting the client's money, compromising
the practitioner's reputation and damaging the property. Kerr states that typical
examples of this can be seen when places are over-developed and/or converted to uses
and/or styles that are clearly incompatible with the retention of significance. He also
notes that any proposals for the place should be matched by the client's long term
resources, either actual or procurable. These resources will include technical and

management skills as well as financial capacity.

Conservation plans can be used by territorial authorities as part of the resource
consent process, whereby, if a place is listed on the district plan, a conservation plan
may be required as part of assessing the environmental effects on the development of
a heritage building. A conservation plan should consider the whole building and not

just the facades.

The value of conservation plans in assessing development proposals affecting major
historic buildings has been recognised by the Courts, for instance, in Customhouse
Trust Board Inc. and Others v Auckland City Council (Interim Decision No. A114/88
and Decision A32/89). In this case, Government Life Insurance proposed to integrate
an office tower/covered plaza development including an eight level underground
carpark, with the adjacent historically and architecturally significant Customhouse
building. The proposal included demolition of part of the building and restoration of
the balance of the building. To minimise the impact of any such work on the fabric of
the building the Auckland City Council imposed, as a condition of consent, that a

conservation plan be prepared prior to commencement of the building modifications.
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With respect to this matter, the Tribunal, in both its interim and final decision, made a
number of salient observations relating to both the preparation and import of
conservation plans. Regarding the practice of plan preparation the Tribunal noted in

its interim decision (1988: 17-18) that:

The Customhouse's past has been researched in admirable detail at the instance
of Government Life. That research is reflected in the conservation plan
contemplated under the Council's conditions of consent. Part I of the plan

(cultural significance) was completed at the time of hearing before us...

Unfortunately, Part Il (conservation policy) was not able to be completed in
time for the hearing. Given the divergence of viewpoints between the witnesses
Jor different parties bearing on the conservation aspects of the case, it would
have been decidedly advantageous to have had the complete conservation plan
available for consideration. That plan, after all, is intended to be a blueprint
for the Customhouse in the future, and therefore it is important to know what
Part I will contain... Counsel for Government Life contended that the Tribunal
should only be concerned to be assured that the remainder of the conservation
plan will be duly prepared in an appropriate way. He submitted that we should
be concerned with the methodology proposed to be adopted, rather than with
the detail. It was also stressed that in a major project such as this, various
subsidiary elements of improvement in design will inevitably emerge as the
development proceeds, without of course departing from the spirit and
substance of the planning consent. This we recognise. But we do not think that
it adequately answers the need we perceived to know more precisely what the
conservation policy as per the (completed) conservation plan will be. That

policy, in our opinion, is fundamental to the project proceeding and is not mere

detail to be ‘filled in’ later.
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With regard to the relative weight or importance that should be accorded a
conservation plan in the development process generally, the Tribunal (1989: 3) was
specifically asked during the course of these proceedings to ‘express some thoughts
for general guidance in another case involving a building of similar importance
elsewhere in New Zealand’. The Tribunal, in its final decision (ibid: 6) responded by

stating:

It appears that the conservation plan procedure is now 'taking hold'. Hence,
there is likely to be greater expectation that when a development proposal
affecting a major historic building is presented, there will be a conservation
plan available for the building against which the proposal can be assessed.
This is not to say that, in another case, we would necessarily decline the
proposal should a plan not be available. As we were reminded, there is no
statutory requirement for a conservation plan to be drawn up. However, an
applicant would obviously have to undertake the task of demonstrating by
appropriate evidence, that the proposal was merited in the absence of a

conservation plan.

While it can be seen that the value of conservation plans was recognised under the
jurisdiction of the Town and Country Planning Act 1977, conservation plans were not
included as statutory requirements under the Resource Management Act 1991. Some
local authorities however, have made some provision for them in their district plans.
For instance, while the Palmerston North City Proposed District Plan excludes any
specific requirement to prepare a conservation plan as part of any application to add
to or alter a scheduled building, Vossler (1995) points out that, conservation plans are
identified as an alternative method to achieve the cultural heritage objectives
contained in the plan in that they will be a requirement prior to the commencement of

any external modifications buildings which are subject to heritage incentive support.
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Conservation plans were a requirement for listed buildings under the Wellington City
Council Transitional District Plan. However, it has not been made a requirement
under the Proposed District Plan. Only places which have a requirement for a heritage
order will need to have a conservation plan prepared if any work is proposed on the
building. Auckland City Council’s Proposed District Plan states that a conservation
plan will be required for any application involving significant alterations to scheduled

places (Craig, 1995:9).

DISCUSSION
This discussion has three parts - the first relates to valuing and ranking, the second to

the legislative context, and the third to conservation plans and community.

As Jokilehto (1991) states heritage in its widest sense contains all the signs that
document the activities and achievements of human beings over time It is in a sense
timeless in that it includes the past, present and future. The need to value one sign, or
in this instance a building, more than another is a pragmatic process in that both
physically and economically not every building can be saved in perpetuity. However,
categorising resources by using a numerical system can lead to problems in
prioritising what is preserved. Firstly, public decision makers may neglect to give
due consideration to buildings with less than the highest numerical ranking.
Conversely a property that achieves a high rating may be perceived by some to be
unable to be altered purely because of its historical value. Such an approach could be
seen as inappropriate however, given that decisions about what to do with a property,
regardless of its level of significance, involve not only the historical value of the
property but also community needs and interests, development priorities, and
changing economic, legal, and social constraints. In this context the use value of a
place would only be taken into account after its historical or architectural or other
means of significance has been determined, whereas Jokilehto suggests that use value
and cultural value should both be taken into account when considering the

significance of a place.
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Secondly, the failure to reassess the significance of one place against another when a
new place is proposed for listing undermines the value of the process in the first
place. As McConville (1991) has pointed out, judgements of relative significance are
inherently comparative, but that since the class of objects under consideration (for
instance villas) is indefinite these judgements are necessarily composite and
provisional. For instance, where a newly-discovered building is seen as having
comparative significance to one already identified, McConville believes that this
should logically involve a reappraisal and possible demotion of those to which it is
regarded as superior, particularly if there is a limit put on the number of places to be
classified. This point has also been made by the National Parks Service. In practice,
McConville states, this kind of negative re-evaluation seldom occurs. Instead, it is
clouded by the search for uniqueness which underlies much conservation work; the
‘remarkable’ or 'notable' are valued as well, but with no greater account of what makes
them so remarkable. As Craig has found, this search for uniqueness, particularly in
New Zealand, has usually been done by experts with little input from the community

that created it or lives in it.

As has been discussed, the two main pieces of legislation which provide for the
identification, protection and management of the built heritage in New Zealand are
the Resource Management Act 1991 and the Historic Places Act 1993. These Acts
were intended to provide an integrated approach to the management of historic and
cultural heritage. However, as the findings in the Report on Historic and Cultural
Heritage Management in New Zealand (PCFE, 1996) showed, while ‘some positive
achievements are occurring at the local level, principally through planning procedures
under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) ... the system for the management
of historic and cultural heritage as a whole lacks integrated strategic planning, is
poorly resourced and appears to fall short of the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi.
Consequently, permanent losses of all types of historic and cultural heritage are

continuing’.
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If buildings are to be preserved for this interested public, and not just for the
exclusive enjoyment of the conservation professional, what is required is a practical
means of identifying not only those places of heritage value but the particular
elements of those places that are of heritage significance and worthy of conservation.
One of the means for doing this is through the preparation of a conservation plan as
has been discussed. The preparation of a conservation plan is not an exclusive
process in that the community can be involved in the whole process from the
commissioning through to the completion. Another means is to ensure that the
community is included in the identification of places of significance to them from the
outset. As the PCFE (1996) stated the recognition of the value of the built heritage is
evidenced by ‘a large and growing membership of the New Zealand Historic Places
Trust, ... the interest shown by large numbers of the public visiting historic places
and the energy of many community groups in seeking to protect those places’. It is
also evidenced by the numbers of community groups and individuals who made
submissions to the district planning process in an attempt to have places which they
believed were significant to them included on the district plan. The role of the

community in identifying the built heritage is discussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 3 COMMUNITY AND CONSERVATION

Chapter three discusses the role of the community in identifying and conserving the
built heritage and how the availability of adequate funding and professional
conservation advice are integral factors in empowering community groups to
conserve the built heritage. It identifies a number of empowerment attributes that

could be used as a basis for a community funding model.

Community

The concept of community is used in many different ways. Gibbs (1994) defines
community as a group of people with shared values or interests which enable them to
identify as being part of the community. Communities and their members therefore
define themselves. People may be members of several communities of different sizes
and natures and at any one point in time. Community is therefore a dynamic concept,

which doesn’t necessarily have to have clear geographical boundaries.

Gibbs (1994) believes that if a sense of community exists or can be facilitated at a
particular locality, then it is more likely that sustainable resource management will be

able to be achieved there.

Gibbs states that the adoption of a common cause by a community strengthens
community values and develops a unity of community purpose. This can be clearly
seen when a community decides it wishes to conserve a local heritage building.
Gibbs believes that the success of an initiative such as this relies on communities
defining what they want to achieve for themselves, and basing their development on
their own skills and strengths as a community. Community participation in this
context is not only a tool for identifying and resolving problems at the local level

(using the collective wisdom of the community) but is also a means of creating a
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sense of communal well-being and integrating the role of the individual and the

community.

To achieve its goal a community must draw on the skills and resources of other
communities. In the case of the conservation of a heritage building this may include
those communities or groups that have the professional expertise that can provide the
financial resources (these may include government and non-government funding
agencies as well as local community trusts and local community fund raising groups
e.g. Lions or Rotary). The failure of communities to work together to achieve the
goal can result in a decline in community cohesion and autonomy, and a loss of
identity, recognition and social status for both individuals and existing organisations
(Gibbs, 1994). Gibbs also states that loss of community autonomy can be
accentuated by a rapid rate of change, centralised decision making, the paternalism of
other social groups towards the community, lack of opportunity for participation in
decisions which affect the community, and imposition of programmes or policies

which do not reflect the values or needs of the community (ibid p. 12).

What is often crucial here is the role of an intermediary or facilitator to bring these

communities with their different values, skills and resources together.

Conservation versus use

The Mexican Committee of ICOMOS has prepared the Declaration of@a.xaca, a
declaration on “Cultural heritage in daily life and its conservation through community
support’ which seeks to respect a community’s role in creating, maintaining and
giving life and meaning to places that become recognised as heritage, and seek to
build a role for such communities in conserving the places - both its meaning and its

fabric.
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The Declaration argues that those who create our heritage, and for whom it is part of
their daily lives, offer the best means for its conservation through the continuity of
traditional practices. The creation of specialist roles in defining heritage and
practising conservation may endanger the very heritage sought to be saved through
the very processes of distancing its conservation from its traditional guardians.

The Declaration proposes that such specialisation ‘should never be established as an
activity lying outside the values, aspirations and practices of communities ..(nor
should it) ignore the very existence of the living heritage of cultural customs and

traditions’.

Johnston (1992) states that our practice of conservation has already done this by
handing over the conservation work to the professionals which often results in the
community being distanced or removed from its own heritage. While a new
community of users (often tourists, or the more affluent, who value the place for its
current use to them) may appreciate the current value, the original community is
isolated and disconnected. The appreciation of relative merit is totally dependent on
the particular tastes and prejudices of the appreciator. As Peacock (1994) argues, in
the past the heritage value of a place was largely determined by the experts rather
than the community or those associated with the place that was being evaluated. This
meant that not only did ranking systems vary according to who was doing the ranking
but that the community was excluded from the ranking process. This usually resulted
in most of the listings of heritage places, while invoking the language of democracy
and aspiring to some kind of representativeness, reflecting the elitist values of the
heritage consultants. An overview of some of the ranking mechanisms used by
government agencies and professionals was discussed in chapter 2. What these
mechanisms highlighted was that while it might satisfy the professional to slot
buildings into the correct rung of a complex hierarchy, the process not only had little
meaning for the ordinary person interested in the past because they were excluded

from the process but that the mechanisms themselves were not without fault.
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Action to continue and reinforce (even re-establish) the connection between local
people and a place is recognised as essential in the Oaxaca Declaration. It suggests
that it is possible and valuable to involve those who have, for instance, migrated from
a village to have a say in the subsequent decisions about conserving its heritage
values. An integrated process such as the Declaration suggests has been enacted by
the New Mexico Community Foundation which has established the Cornerstones
Community Partnerships programme which ‘works with communities to strengthen
their cultural values by restoring historic buildings, encouraging traditional building
practices and developing skills and leadership among the younger generation’. Since
1989 the programme has been involved with the conservation of 40 adobe churches as
well as other publicly owned buildings of community and cultural significance. The
programme provides four major services: technical assistance; hands-on assistance;

community training; and youth training/mentorship.

The ICOMOS New Zealand Charter while advocating the involvement of
conservation professionals in all aspects of conservation work also states that
conservation projects should include community consultation continuing throughout a
project as appropriate. The Charter in particular recognises the indigenous heritage of
Maori and Moriori and that the conservation of places of indigenous cultural heritage

value therefore is on conditional on decisions made in the indigenous community.

Johnston (1992) has identified social value as being perhaps the most important value
to a local community in determining the heritage significance of a place and whether
it should be preserved. Johnston’s social value is similar to that used by Jokiletho in
defining use values. Johnston states that as far as public places may be concerned the
key conservation issue may be continuity of use and access, perhaps with less concern
about the intactness of the original fabric than with its continuing ability to evoke the

associations and memories.
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Johnston believes that because social value is experiential and rooted in a
community’s everyday lives, any conservation programme must be based in the
community concerned preferably with community access to and control of ‘experts’.
Processes which encourage people to take responsibility for their own environment
will ensure that social value is recognised, and will enable communities to become

increasingly ‘informed and politically active’.

Access to professional conservation advice

Johnston believes that in order for a community to preserve the social value of a place
a consultative approach may be required to define the qualities that make the place
and how these qualities can be protected and reinforced, the types of changes that are
acceptable, the design of new elements. It will also require close collaboration with
the community. Johnston (1992) has suggested that there are two consultative
approaches that can be used - an externally directed approach and a community

directed approach. See Table 1 on page 46.

There are some key differences between these two approaches. In the externally
directed approach the place may already have been identified, therefore identifying
the community of interest would come second. A community based approach
reverses this. This difference is likely to shape all aspects of the process. The
externally directed approach draws on professionals from government and non-
government agencies to identify those places that are significant and to then consult
with the community once the places have been proposed for listing. Having consulted
with the community the professionals then make the decisions as to what will be
listed. As Craig (1995) has shown this is similar to the approach taken by most
territorial authorities in New Zealand. Johnston states that a criticism of this type of
approach is that the professionals may become fixated on only one aspect of a place's
heritage value or its comparative value with another place, which may in turn, isolate
its value from the community and lead to a distortion of its relative value to the

community.
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Externally Directed Approach
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Community Directed Approach

1. Defini mmunity and pla
Define place based on:
*nominations
* area based study
* theme based study

Then define associated community

Community self-identified

Places are identified by consulting within the
community

2. Significance

Professional assessment of all values using
established criteria and thresholds of significance
then  determine levels of  significance:

*International

* national

* regional

* local

Check professional assessment of heritage value
with identified community

Definition or description of the meaning
associated with places identified by community as
being of heritage value using own criteria and
thresholds

3. Statement of heritage value

Prepared by professional

Consult community to ensure agreement

Express in terms suited to heritage practice

Prepared by community

Consult  within include

professional views

community - may

Express in terms suited to the community

4. Conservation

Professionals determine appropriate methods and
actions to be taken

Consult community

Community determines appropriate methods and
actions to be taken

Consult professionals

(Johnson 1992, p.22)

Under a community directed approach, the community itself, can, in effect, determine

the whole process including determining whether or not a place should be protected.

Given that professionals may be part of the community, community directed

processes may involve professionals but are not controlled by them. While a

community directed approach may be seen by professionals to be inherently
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subjective a professionally directed approach is not necessarily divorced from a
political agenda (Johnston, 1992:20 and Peacock, 1994). Johnston does not see these
two approaches as mutually exclusive. Rather what Johnston believes is required is
the need for all those involved in the identification and management of the heritage

resource to:

e accept and validate subjectivity;

e recognise that responses will express aspirations for the future as well as about
the past and present;

e have a greater understanding of the contemporary cultural context; and

e recognise that within any community there will be incompatible or conflicting

perceptions of heritage value (ibid:19).

While it has been shown in chapter 2 that the RMA and HPA provide for much wider
community participation than in previous legislation. Community aspirations for
heritage conservation may not always be financially, politically or legally acceptable
under the RMA and HPA framework. Territorial authorities may not agree with the
community’s focus and request for heritage. It is important then to outline the

resources that the community can use for conservation purposes.

Funding available to community groups for building conservation in

New Zealand

The main sources of funding available to community groups for conserving the built
heritage include:

e territorial authority heritage funds;

¢ grants from Crown and statutory agencies; and

e grants from philanthropic trusts and corporates
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Territorial Authorities
Craig (1994) has found that some territorial authorities provide limited financial

assistance to property owners for heritage preservation. Wellington City Council
operates two funds, an Earthquake Risk Building Fund and a Heritage Fund each of
which have a maximum budget payout per building under delegated authority of
$48,300. The current combined funding for these funds is $360,00 per year. The funds
are seen as an incentive to private property owners to encourage retention of a heritage
building. The focus of the fund is on the conservation and adaptive re-use of heritage
buildings and how they can be used in an economically viable way. Heritage buildings
that are eligible for funding must be listed in the district plan and be retained for a
minimum of 18 years. This is entered on the certificate of title. A conservation plan is
not required as a condition of a grant from either fund although the heritage fund does
provide money for feasibility studies to look at viable economic uses of retaining a

heritage building.

The Heritage Hearings Committee of the Wellington City Council (1996) heard in its
public submissions on its Heritage Provisions on the Proposed District Plan that
although an amount of money may be useful for small building owners for feasibility
studies and earthquake strengthening work, the incentives offered are inadequate for
larger buildings in the City. The Committee agreed that there needed to be a substantial
amount set aside by Council for heritage preservation assistance in the future. The
Committee also agreed, as a result of evidence given, particularly by private property
owners, that there needed to be more work done on practical incentives such as Transfer
of Development Rights as well as other financial or other types of assistance. The type

of assistance would be dependent on the size, scale and type of heritage.

The Christchurch City Council also provides annual funding assistance to owners of
listed heritage buildings for maintenance, restoration or renovation Priority is given to
those applicants that can show the work is needed, that the work will contribute to the
retention of the building and proof of workmanship. The Christchurch City Council
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also provides assistance to owners of listed heritage buildings through wavering of
reserve or development contributions, rates relief for public non-profit making groups,

and building and architectural guidance.

New Zealand Historic Places Trust

The New Zealand Historic Places Trust operated a fund which provided financial
assistance to any owner of an historic place for just over 10 years. The amount
available for distribution was $100,000. The average grant was approximately $1,500.
It was initially funded from allocations made to the NZHPT by the Lottery Grants
Board. Following the establishment of the Lottery Environment and Heritage
Committee, which only provides funding for charitable organisations, the NZHPT
decided to target its funds to properties that were registered under the Historic Places
Act 1993 and were owned and/or administered by private persons or commercial
entities In July 1995 this fund was cancelled due to funding cuts made by the Trust
Board. Applications for funding for conservation work did not require conservation

plans

Lottery Environment and Heritage Committee (New Zealand Lottery Grants
Board)

The Lottery Environment and Heritage Distribution Committee was established in
1992 by the Minister of Internal Affairs, Graham Lee, to provide a single transparent
source of lottery funding for the environment and heritage sectors.  This
responsibility was previously shared by two committees, Lottery General and Lottery
Community Facilities. The funding of moveable cultural property was previously
provided by the Cultural Advisory Council of the Department of Internal Affairs with
funds allocated by Lottery General.

This fund is the main source of discretionary funding for the community to conserve
New Zealand’s built heritage. The work of this committee is discussed in greater

detail in Chapter 4.
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Philanthropic and Corporate funding

Suggate (1995) states that it is not easy to ascertain the extent of philanthropic and
corporate funding available in New Zealand or what it is allocated to it. The NZHPT
has stated that it has found it very difficult to raise funds through corporate
sponsorship for any conservation projects on its properties (NZHPT presentation to
LEH, July 1995). There is a directory of philanthropic trusts (which is not
comprehensive) some of which may provide funding for the built heritage for
example the Trustbank Trusts. Of these the ASB Trusts (ASB Community Trust and
the ASB Charitable Trust) provides approximately $20 million per annum for grants
in the Auckland and Northland region under four broad categories -welfare and social
services, community support, youth and education and cultural activities and
recreation. The ASB Trusts have provided funding for some heritage conservation
projects including a grant of $1 million to the New Zealand Historic Places Trust
towards conservation work for the Stone Store at Kerikeri. One of the few other trusts
is the Logan Campbell Trust in Auckland which provides funding for building
conservation projects. Some funding has been made for built heritage projects. In
assessing projects emphasis is given to whether the groups have contributed 50% of
the cost of the project and the significance of the place not necessarily on the

conservation outcomes (Mavoa, 1995).

Discussion

Suggate (1995) defines grants as being, in a sense, gifts of money provided to help
non-governmental organisations achieve objectives which they have identified, and
which the funder judges worthy of support. To receive a grant the process usually
involves community groups submitting an application on an appropriate form, which

the funder then considers against the grant scheme criteria.

However, if the funder determines the funding policies and the eligibility criteria that
must be met, is this really empowerment? Friedman (1973) contends that power is

crucial to public participation as people need effective power to make their immediate
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environment more agreeable to their lives. In a study completed in 1988 the Task
Group that looked at devolution in the Statutory Social Services found that there were
no working examples of successful and substantive power sharing in New Zealand.
The Task Group noted that certain past and present schemes demonstrated elements
of devolutionary processes such as the devolution of decision making by community
groups such as the Community Organisation Grants Scheme (COGS). However it
found that COGS groups were not fully empowered in that they were not directly

involved in the following:

e Policy formulation (including identifying and prioritising needs, consulting,

planning, designing programmes and estimating resource use)

e Programme delivery (i.e. the implementation and management of resources for

delivering social programmes)

e Programme evaluation (which has implications for policy reformulation)

These elements have also been identified by Arnstein (1975) who developed a ladder
of citizen participation comprising of eight levels of participation (see Table 2 on the
following page). The bottom rungs represented non-participation (manipulation and
therapy) and were non-inclusive of the community. The next three rungs (informing,
consultation and placation) show what Amstein believes are degrees of tokenism
where although citizens are informed of planning proposals and are allowed to voice
their views and opinions, as has been identified in the consultation process by district
and city councils for identifying heritage places, there is no assurance that these views
are heeded by the powerholders (Javison, 1994) The top three rungs (partnership,
delegated power and citizen control) describe increasing degrees of citizen power
where citizens are given management seats power for selected or all parts of

programmes and where trade-offs can be negotiated.



Table 2

Citizen
Delegated control
Parmership powsr
Placation
Consultation
Information
’ Therapy
Manipulation
Non-participation Degrees of tokenism Degrees of citizen power
Arnstein's ladder of citizen participation
Rungs on the ladder of citizen Nature of involvement Degree of pawer sharing
partiicipation
Mzaipulation | Rubbersiamp committees
2 Themzpy " Powerholder educate or cure Non-paricipation
citizens
3. [nforming Citizens’ rights and options zre
identified
4, Consultation Citizens are heard but not Degraes of tokenism
necessarily heeded
B Placation Advice is received Fom ditizens
but not acted upon
6. Parinership- Trade-offs are negotiated
7 ~ Delegated power | Citizens are given management
: power for salected or all parts of Degrees of citizea power
programmes ,
8. Cirizen control .

after Arnstein, 1969 (tzken from Mitchell,B, 1979, 139).
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Wengert (1971) and Rivers (1983) have contended that Arnstein’s ladder is too
simplistic and that it does not necessarily reflect a democratic process as it implies an
ultimate seizure of power by citizens and thus does not consider representation and
due process inherent in the democratic mechanism (Javison, 1994). However, as
Arnstein has stated °... participation without redistribution of power is an empty and
frustrating process for the powerless. It allows for powerholders to claim that all
sides were considered, but makes it possible for only some of those sides to benefit’

(Amstein, 1969, in Javison 1994:40).

The Task Group (1988) identified three contractual elements of power sharing. These

arc:

1. Authority - the recognised ability of a group to exercise either full, or substantial,
control over policy formulation and programme implementation and evaluation
lies at the heart of effective power sharing. This means giving authority to clients
and is often what is most sought. Often- but not always- this means control over
resource use, but may also include authority to formulate policy and/or evaluate
programmes. Either way it should include the authority of a group to estimate, and
advocate for, appropriate resources. Transferral of authority requires the autonomy
and independence of the holders of authority to be recognised by the grantor. Any
authority granted must be appropriate to the accountability required by the

contract.

2. Management Freedom - following from the above, the Task Group found that
there needs to be a clear specification of the management freedom a group has to
control the inputs, outputs and outcomes of the services which it is assuming
responsibility.  Accordingly, there are major distortions to group processes
inherent in any attempt to alter the balance of a devolutionary partnership by
means such as overt influence (e.g. ministerial directives) or covert influence (e.g.

ministerial appointees to groups)
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3. Accountability - that is the answerability a group has for its inputs, outputs and
outcomes. Key issues are how much accountability to whom, for what, and with
what results? There may be different types and degrees of accountability which
may exist simultaneously. For instance accountability to all stakeholders including

the group itself, clients, funders, heritage places, professionals etc.

The following section discusses the concept of empowerment and what may be
considered empowerment attributes that are relevant to a community based funding
model which enables more community input into the funding policies and the

eligibility criteria as well as the decision-making process itself.

Empowerment

Empowerment is the result of empowering, the state of being empowered. The verb
to empower means fo invest legally or formally with power or authority, to authorise,
license, to impart power or bestow power to an end or for a purpose, to enable or

permit (The Oxford English Dictionary, 1989).

The Oxford English Dictionary defines the word power as: the ability to do or effect
something or anything or to act upon a person or thing; the legal ability to act or

capacity to act (The Oxford English Dictionary, 1989).

In recent years a number of international organisations have developed strategies to
ensure the sustainable development of the world’s natural and physical resources.
Community empowerment is an integral part of these strategies. For example,
Agenda 21 (UNCED, 1992) themes for earth’s survival, provides thirteen such
strategies, while Caring for the Earthy Strategy (IUCN/UNEP/WWF, 1992) and Our
Common Future (WECD, 1987) also provide strategies which are based on a

community empowerment approach. Whether the goal is Primary Environmental
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Care (PEC) which is defined as the process by which communities organise
themselves, strengthen their capabilities for environmental care and then apply them
in ways that also satisfy their social and economic needs (IUCN, 1991), or sustainable
development, local governments, communities, groups and individuals play a vital

role in implementing these strategies (Barrett, 1995).

Table 3: International Agencies Community Empowerment Strategies

for Sustainable Development

UNCED,AGENDA 21(Theme for Earth’s Survival)

1. Each local authority should enter into a dialogue with its citizens, local organisations and private

enterprises and adopt a local agenda 21.

2. Local authorities should learn from citizens, communities, business and industrial organisations the

information needed for formulating the best strategies.

3. Local authorities are encouraged to establish processes to increase the exchange of information,

experience and technical assistance among local authorities.

4. Governments at all levels must adopt policies to allow a more decentralised structure for decision

making.

5. Create mechanisms which allow active involvement by all parties in decision making.

6. Policy making should be delegated to the lowest level of public authority.

7. The support of local level programmes that should be rooted in the concepts of partnership and

sharing responsibilities by all parties.

8. Run public awareness and training programmes to educate people and inform them of their

important role.

9. Encourage active public participation, particularly groups that have often been excluded.

10. Local residents should be given a responsible role in the planning and execution of programmes.

11. Establish and implement low cost community management systems for the collection of

information.

12. All concerned individuals, groups and organisations must be given access to all relevant

information.

13.Any decision making process must allow for consultation of all concerned groups.
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IUCN/UNEP/WWEF, CARING FOR THE EARTH (Primary Environmental
Care)

1. Develop more effective local governments, one that responds to citizen demands.

2. Local government must act more as the servant than the master, showing moral responsibility, duty

and accountability.

3. Provide financial and technical support to community environmental action.

4. All communities should take action to care for their environment by developing local strategies.

5. Communities must be given the necessary powers to make full use of their own intelligence and

experience.

6. Provide communities and individuals with secure access to resources and equitable share in

managing them.

7. Improve exchange of information, skills and development.

8. Enhance participation in conservation and development.

WCED, OUR COMMON FUTURE (Sustainable development)

1. Create an administrative system that is flexible and has the capacity for self-correction.

2. Protect the local institutions that enforce responsibility in resource use where they exist.

3. The recognition and protection of vulnerable groups.

4. Broaden education so that people are more capable of dealing with problems.

(Source: UNCED, 1992; IUCN/UNEP/WWF, 1991; WECD, 1987; in Barrett, 1995,
p. 45)

Barrett (1995) has developed a set of guiding principles for community empowerment
drawn from Agenda 21 (UNCED, 1992), Caring for the Earth Strategy
(IUCN/UNEP/WWEF, 1992) and Our Common Future (WECD, 1987) (see Table 4
below). Barrett believes that the purpose of these principles is to highlight those
principles formulated by signatory governments with the objective that each national
government should be guided by the principles when formulating their own
community empowerment approaches (Barrett, 1995, p. 46). Barrett notes that each
country’s approach will vary due to the different legislative and constitutional

arrangements under which they operate as well as the internal organisations such as




56

local government structures and the environmental issues with which they are
concerned. Whether an empowerment approach is facilitated at the national, sub-
national or local level, it is expected that attributes of empowerment approaches

should in some way reflect internationally agreed guiding community principles.

Table 4: Guiding Principles for Community Empowerment

GUIDING PRINCIPLES

1. To empower a community means to engage the full use of that community’s experience and

knowledge.

2. An empowered community will share all their knowledge and experience with others.

3. An empowered community fosters a community based learning environment.

4. For a community to be empowered it requires organisation to be maximise benefits.

5. An empowered community uses as a tool dialogue and constructive debate as the primary basis for

decision making.

6. In an empowered community initiatives for change requires the input of local people at all levels of

decision making.

7. Empowerment of a community requires that the local government be responsive to changes in that

community.

8. Responsive local government in an empowered community will delegate power in some manner to

that community.

9. An empowered community is where local business is integrated into national and local strategies

(Source Barrett, 1995)

Drawing on Barrett’s guiding principles and those of the ITUCN/UNEP/WWF,
CARING FOR THE EARTH Strategy as well as the points raised in this thesis thus
far including those of Johnston et al, it is possible to determine a number of
empowerment attributes that are necessary for a community group to be empowered
to conserve its built heritage. These attributes could be applied to a community
based funding model to determine whether or not these attributes are being met. They

are set out in Table 5.
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Table 5

Empowerment attributes of a community based funding model

to conserve the built heritage

1. ability to manage resources

2. the ability to participate in decision making (particularly that which effects the community/group)
decentralised decision making - non government interference in decision making opportunities for

communities to be involved in determining funding policies and eligibility criteria

knowledge (information) (needs to be made available to the groups)

accountability and responsiveness (adaptability)

organisational abilities

N | B W

ability to determine the heritage that is important to be saved and involvement in the identification
of the built heritage (including in the registration process used by territorial authorities and/or

NZHPT

7. common goals for the group/community

8. access to professional conservation advice access to the skills and resources of others as well as

there own, including professional advice and skills

9. access to funding to conserve the built heritage both government and non-government

10. autonomy

11. consultation - with professionals as well as agencies

12. continuity of traditional skills (e.g. stone masonry)

Conclusion

As the Declaration of Oaxaca has pointed out, given that the community has an
integral role in creating the heritage it should have an integral role in identifying and
conserving it. This role should not be left up to the exclusive use of specialists as
there is a danger that what in the end is identified as worthy of being conserved may
not be what was created by the local community initially or may not be valued by
them as worthy of conserving or even practical in an economic or useful way.
Thomson (1995) states that ‘Heritage conservation is essentially about community
action. Unless an individual or group is prepared to lead the charge to save a
threatened building, the chances are it will not survive’. New Zealand's system of

regulation to protect heritage buildings through the issuing of heritage orders, is by
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itself unreliable. Thomson believes, through his involvement with the fight to preserve

the Nurses' Memorial Chapel in Christchurch, that, to be effective groups need:

e access to technical expertise, relevant information and the media;
* a credible proposal for re-use of the building;

e a sound organisation, knowledge of funding sources, and someone to champion the

cause;

e advance knowledge of demolition proposals so building owners can be made aware
of preservation options before cementing contracts for redevelopment,

e support from influential individuals and organisations in the community,

e the commitment of local authorities to heritage preservation in their areas, and the
existence of a good working relationship between the local authorities and the

Historic Places Trust;

e a will to succeed.

Both Johnston and the Declaration do not see the identification and conservation of
the built heritage as a mutually exclusive process. Rather what both propose is an
integrated process whereby the professionals and the community can work together to
achieve a mutual goal - the conservation of the built heritage. The action to preserve
the Sacred Heart Convent in Christchurch which was initiated and driven by the
community but had the full support of the territorial authority and the NZHPT, is

evidence that a co-operative approach can be successful.

While the RMA can provide the protection mechanisms to enable community groups
to identify and protect places that are significant to them (e.g. the successful action
taken by the community to save the Sacred Heart in Christchurch). There has been to
date, a lack of commitment by territorial authorities in the district planning process to
enable the community to fully participate in the identification of places to be included
in the plan. A lack of financial and other resources for the community to protect

buildings is problematic as Craig (1995) has shown.
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Ensuring sustainable management of the built heritage involves promoting the
participation of local communities in the conservation of its own built heritage for the
present as well as for future generations. What is needed is the processes to enable

this to happen.

A key to achieving this is ensuring that community groups are empowered to be
actively involved in the process. A number of community empowerment attributes
have been identified based on the literature review (in chapter two), an analysis of the
management approach identified by Johnston (1992), a review of the empowerment
strategies developed by three international agencies involved in the conservation of
the world’s natural and physical resources, and a set of guiding principles identified
by Barrett (1996). These attributes will be used to evaluate the effectiveness of the
community funding model developed by the Lottery Environment and Heritage

Committee which is discussed in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 4 LOTTERY ENVIRONMENT AND HERITAGE

Chapter four examines how a community funding model was developed by the
Lottery Environment and Heritage Distribution Committee to facilitate community
access to funding to conserve New Zealand’s built heritage and whether it provides

for the community empowerment attributes identified in chapter three.

BACKGROUND

The New Zealand Lottery Grants Board was set up by Parliament under the Gaming
and Lotteries Act 1977 and is also covered by the Public Finance Act 1989, to benefit
the community by distributing the profits from state lotteries such as Lotto, Lotto
Strike and Instant Kiwi. There are eight sector-based distribution committees which
cover a wide range of community activities. The Committees are appointed by the

Minister of Internal Affairs from the community.

Lottery funding is not normally available for purposes which are seen to be the
responsibility of central or local government, or which are eligible for funds from
central or local government. The Lottery Grants Board has never clearly defined
what these purposes are. This is left to the discretion of each committee. Some
distribution committees have funded territorial authorities directly by way of grants
for community facilities, heritage buildings and welfare and community programmes
as well as indirectly through the provision of funding to community groups for the
same purposes. The main criteria for eligibility under the legislation is that funding
must be given for charitable purposes. Thus community groups which have a
charitable status are eligible to apply for funding to preserve the natural, physical or
cultural heritage but private property owners are excluded. This is because a private
property owner could be seen to receive an economic gain from a grant, for example,
to restore a private historic home through an increase in the value of their property,

which, if sold, would benefit the individual owner rather than the wider community.
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ESTABLISHMENT OF LOTTERY ENVIRONMENT AND HERITAGE

The Lottery Environment and Heritage Distribution Committee (LEH) was
established in 1992 by the then Minister of Internal Affairs, Hon Graeme Lee, to
provide a single transparent source of lottery funding for the environment and
heritage sectors (including the built heritage and the cultural heritage). Prior to this
the only lottery funding available for the conservation of the built heritage was
through the Lottery General Heritage Fund. In the 1992/93 year this fund was
allocated $800,000 to distribute across the cultural and heritage sector. Due to the
demand on funds only historic places with an "A" classification under the Historic
Places Act 1980 were eligible for consideration under this fund (Lottery General

Heritage Fund Business Plan 1992/93).

LEH was also made responsible for providing funding to four “key provider” clients -
the New Zealand Historic Places Trust, Pouhere Taonga; Museum of New Zealand Te
Papa Tongarewa; Regional Museums Liaison Service; and the New Zealand Film
Archive, Nga Kaitiaki O Nga Taonga Whitiahua all of which had been long term
clients of the Lottery Grants Board (Lottery Environment and Heritage Business Plan

1992/93).

As stated in chapter 3 the LEH fund is the main source of discretionary funding for
the community to conserve New Zealand’s built heritage. In 1994/95 the Committee
had a total of $9,041,109 to distribute across its three outputs - natural, physical and
cultural heritage. Building conservation projects are considered under its physical
heritage output. During this period it approved 55 grants from 70 applications under
its physical heritage output. The total amount approved was $3,948,769 of which
$1,750,000 was approved to the NZHPT towards its operational costs. The total
amount requested was $9,403,880.

At the time it was first established the Committee stated that it wished to retain

flexible funding policies in order to be able to develop a comprehensive
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understanding of the nature and variety of projects that communities might initiate
(LEH Minutes June 1993). In line with this in its first year, the Lottery Environment
and Heritage Committee’s funding policies for the conservation of historic sites and
buildings stated that it accepted applications for ‘projects involving the conservation
of historic buildings when the building has some national, regional or local historical
significance, where conservation is being undertaken in a professional manner and
where the project is supported by the wider community’. In assessing applications
emphasis was given to the classification of the site/building by the New Zealand
Historic Places Trust and any comments provided by the New Zealand Historic

Places Trust.

No direction was given to community groups as to what constituted a ‘professional
manner’ for conservation work although applicants were encouraged to seek advice
and endorsement from a conservation architect when developing the project, prior to

submitting an application (Lottery Environment and Heritage Guidelines 1993/1994).

The Committee held its first meeting in June 1993. At this meeting it made 31 grants
totalling $788,135 across all its outputs. One of the applications considered at that
meeting was from the Theomin Gallery Management Committee (TGMC), Dunedin.
The issues raised in this application had a major bearing on the policies that were

subsequently developed by LEH for heritage conservation by community groups.

Theomin Gallery Management Committee Application

The TGMC had requested $195,500 to undertake restoration work on the roof and
exterior stonework, internal climate control, internal security of collections, external
light management and drainage separation. The application was reviewed by the
NZHPT and an independent conservation architect. Both the NZHPT and the
conservation architect expressed concerns at the inappropriateness of the work in that
it did not meet recognised conservation standards. Rather than decline the application

and following advice from the NZHPT and the conservation architect LEH approved
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funding for a conservation plan ($30,000) as well as the conservation work
($195,000). The final amount approved was an increase of $30,000 on the amount
that had been sought, however, LEH advised that the increased amount was necessary
to ensure that the appropriate conservation standards would be met in the restoration
work given the national significance of the building and its collection (LEH Minutes,
June 1993). LEH also stipulated that the conservation plan was to be completed prior
to the conservation work being undertaken although work could proceed on the roof if
it had the endorsement of the conservation architect preparing the conservation plan.
In setting the terms and conditions of the grant the Committee took account of the
national significance of the building and its collection and that the past and present
management had not placed a priority on the conservation needs of either the building

or collection, but had carried out building maintenance on an ad hoc basis.

The THMC initially agreed to the terms and conditions of the grant and continued
work on the roof. However, following inspection of the work by the conservation
architect and the NZHPT which showed that the work was not being carried out as
directed by the conservation architect payment of the grant was suspended by LEH.
The TGMC later advised LEH that it did not want to have any further involvement
\yith the conservation architect and that while it was happy with some of the
conservation plan’s recommendations it did not want to delegate any of its authority
in respect of the building which it felt the plan indicated would be required if it were
to follow it (TGMC correspondence June 1995). At the same time the TGMC
indicated that it would still like some of the grant money to complete the roof work
and for light management but that it had reprioritised its work and the remaining
funds were no longer required. As the term of the grant had expired (two years from
the date of approval) and the TGMC had failed to meet the conditions of the grant, the
funds were written back to the LEH fund.
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Discussion

One of the main issues that arose with this application was that the THMC had
developed its own maintenance schedule for the building based on its own perceived
requirements and its own understanding of conservation processes and that work had
already commenced prior to the application being received by LEH thereby leaving
little scope for an integrated approach being developed as suggested by Johnston
(1992). Johnston does not see these two approaches as mutually exclusive. In this
instance however, it would seem that the community determined its own perception
of heritage value, in particular regarding the work that it perceived should be

undertaken to restore, for example, the roof tiles.

The THMC application also raised a number of issues for LEH as a community
funder. Firstly, its funding policies were not clear in that the community needed more
direction in terms of what conservation standards would be considered appropriate by
the professionals as well as LEH prior to a community group starting a conservation
project which they were expecting to receive lottery funding for. Secondly, while
LEH wanted to be able to fund community initiated building conservation projects, it
needed to ensure that its money was being spent efficiently and effectively under its
accountability requirements to the Lottery Grants Board and Parliament. Thirdly,
LEH needed to know if this could be achieved in such a way that would enable
community groups to continue to undertake conservation projects while at the same
time meeting recognised conservation standards. Fourthly, if the process was to be
mutually successful, then community groups needed to be involved in the
conservation process from the outset. Fifthly, community groups clearly needed
access to professional conservation advice throughout a project to ensure
conservation standards were being met by those undertaking the work as well as the

community group overseeing it.
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In order to address these issues LEH consulted with a number of organisations and
individuals involved with the conservation of the built heritage including the NZHPT,
the Department of Conservation, members of ICOMOS New Zealand and
representatives of the New Zealand Professional Conservators Group as well as
community groups. International funding programmes were also reviewed including
the Getty Grant Programme which comes under the J. Paul Getty Trust. As a result of
this process LEH redefined its funding policies for built heritage projects as well as
its processes which were based on a community funding model (See Appendix 2 for
LEH Physical Heritage Policy). The model was developed to enable both community
groups and professionals to work together to ensure that if places that were significant
to community groups were to be conserved, then community groups should have
access to professional conservation advice to ensure that lottery funding was being

well spent. See figure 1 community funding model on the following page.

At the same time it established a process to facilitate community access to both

funding and conservation advice from the initial stages of a project.

Process for considering applications for the conservation of the built

heritage

The Committee established a two stage process for considering applications for
funding conservation projects. The first stage involves the preparation of a
conservation and maintenance plan. The second stage involves the actual

conservation work. LEH provides funding for both stages.

STAGE 1 - APPLICATIONS FOR CONSERVATION AND MAINTENANCE PLANS

(Refer to Figure 2)

1.  Community group (may or may not be owner) identifies a place to be preserved
and checks with NZHPT and/or local authority, and/or Rail Heritage Trust to

confirm whether the place is included on their registers. Obtains letters of
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support from these agencies and any particular requirements re. resource

consents for proposed work.

Group contacts LEH advisory staff, NZHPT or NZPCG about commissioning a
conservation and maintenance plan. ( a brief detailing specific requirements for

the place e.g. stain glass windows, structural work, required by group)

Group obtains quote and outline of plan from conservation architect and applies

to LEH for funding for preparation of the plan.

LEH advisory staff prepare report with comments from other agencies and

makes recommendation to LEH Commuittee.

LEH Committee approves grant. (Amount of grant dependent on Committee's
standard criteria for approval and size and significance of place including any

special features that need to be addressed)

Community group is advised of grant and commissions a conservation and
maintenance plan to be prepared by conservation architect recommended by
NZHPT or NZPCG. The type of plan prepared will depend on the size and

significance of the place.
Conservation and maintenance plan is completed and invoice sent to LEH.

Plan is assessed by LEH, NZHPT and/or conservation architect from NZPCG

(but not the same person who prepared the plan).

a) Plan not satisfactory - comments sent to conservation architect who
prepared plan and client for alteration. Plan finalised with additional
comments. Plan re-assessed

b)  Plan satisfactory -payment made.
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9. Ifplanis OK as in 8(b) then payment is made.

STAGE 2 - APPLICATIONS FOR CONSERVATION WORK

(Refer to Figure 3)

1. Community group gets working drawings, specifications and quotes for
conservation work that is identified in the conservation and maintenance plan.

(Also any building and or resource consents required for work).

2. Ifthe place is registered by local authority, and/or NZHPT, and/or Rail Heritage
Trust community group obtains letter of support for proposed work from these

agencies.

3. Group applies to LEH for funding for restoration work.

4.  LEH advisory staff (LEHAS) assess:

a)  eligibility - against standard LGB and LEH Committee criteria.

b)  completeness of information required - standard LEH requirements

(audited accounts, letters of community support etc.)

5.  LEH advisory staff seek comment on proposed conservation work from
NZHPT, local authority, Rail Heritage Trust, independent conservation
architect, other experts e.g. stained glass conservator. Staff may also seek

information from a community organisation on group. Comments received:

a) okay - Advisory staff prepare report for LEH Committee including
comments from experts with recommendation based on LEH assessment

criteria as set out in its Strategic Plan;
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b) Not okay - LEH advisory staff advise client that extra information is

required. Information provided then final report prepared as in a) above.

LEH Committee makes decision. It may:

a) decline an application;

b)  defer an application; or

c) approve an application (with or without conditions e.g. project to be

overseen by conservation architect).

If the community group is not happy with the decision it may seek a
reconsideration from the committee within a specified time frame if additional
information is provided. Any additional information may be checked as in 5

above.

The community group returns a signed client agreement form which sets out the

terms and conditions of the grant.

LEHAS check conditions with experts/other agencies and payment 1s made in
accordance with the committee's recommendation (i.e. lump sum, in instalments
depending on satisfactory progress reports from conservation architect and/or

NZHPT, or on receipt of suppliers invoices).

On completion of the project the community group completes an accountability
report explaining how the grant was spent and commenting on the process.
Random spot checks are undertaken by the policy and monitoring unit of the
Lottery Grants and Trusts Group to see if the grant has been spent on the

approved purpose.

The LEH Committee's policies are reviewed on an annual basis. A review

includes an analysis of the processes in place, feedback from clients, comment
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from government and other professional agencies in the sector and from the

staff and committee members.

DISCUSSION
In reviewing the empowerment attributes for a community based funding model
identified in chapter three it would appear that the model clearly includes some of

the attributes in Table 5, in particular:

1. the ability of a community to determine that a building is of heritage significance
to them. Under the LEH policies heritage buildings do not have to be registered
by the NZHPT or territorial authorities to be considered eligible for funding from
LEH. In formulating this policy LEH was aware that many places that the
community might be interested in conserving were not registered by NZHPT or

territorial authorities;

2. access to professional knowledge and skills to ensure that conservation standards
are being met; As discussed in chapter two a conservation plan is ‘a document
setting out what is significant in a place and, therefore, what policies are
appropriate to enable that significance to be retained in its future use and
development’. The scope of a plan may vary from a simple plan for a modest
cottage to plans for sites such as Government Buildings, in Wellington. A
successful plan will indicate that conservation and use of the place need not be
mutually exclusive. In order to ensure that the conservation plan provides a
practical guide to community groups undertaking building conservation projects,
the LEH Committee also requires a maintenance plan and costings so that
community groups have an indication of not only the immediate costs of any
conservation work but also of the on-going costs associated with maintaining a
heritage building. Given the pressure on the LEH Committee’s funds,

community groups are also asked to prioritise the work in the conservation plan
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based on what was most important to them as well as what was indicated in the

conservation policies.

. opportunities for communities to be involved in determining funding policies and
eligibility criteria; the annual policy review process and client satisfaction
surveys enable the programmes and policies to be reviewed to determine whether

they reflect the values and needs of the community;

. consultation with professionals and other agencies; Lottery advisory staff
encourage and facilitate consultation with community groups and professionals

and other agencies.

. access to funding; Community groups that meet the Lottery Grants Board
eligibility criteria are eligible to apply for any level of funding from the LEH
Committee although the policy states that priority is given to applications where at
least one third of the funding for the project has been obtained. LEH however has

the discretion to approve any level of funding as indicated in the amount approved

to the TGMC;

. autonomy; Suggate (1994) proposes that the availability of discretionary grants for
community groups could suggest more autonomy and empowerment for recipients
than for instance contractual arrangements. Grants are often less tightly prescribed
than contracts thus allowing recipients more scope in determining how best to use
the funding within the parameters for which the money was given. Suggate also
believes that grants do not require the same level of organisational sophistication
by the recipient. Thus newer, smaller groups can be more easily accommodated
and that innovative projects grants are often viewed more positively than contracts
by community groups thus fostering positive funder community relationships.

Suggate also found that grants are less complicated to process than drawn out

contract negotiations.



71

7. accountability and responsiveness; Lottery funding is public money and is subject
to public audit therefore accountability measures are required. Standard criteria
include whether or not a project will contribute to its mission, the level of
compliance with conditions on previous grants, an assessment of the significance
of the project, the extent of community support, an examination of alternative
funding sources including local funding support, confirmation of existing funding

and consultation with tangata whenua where appropriate.

CONCLUSION
The following table correlates the empowerment attributes that were identified in a
community based funding model (Table 5) with those of the LEH Committee’s

process attributes.

Table 6

LEH process attributes Empowerment attributes Table 5

1. identify heritage and participate in | 2,6

decisionmaking

2. access to professional conservation advice, | 3,8

knowledge and skills

3. opportunity for community to participate in | 2,9

policy review process

4. consultation with professionals and advisory | 11

staff

5. access to funding 9

6. autonomy 10,1, 5
7. accountability and responsiveness 10,4, 1,5

It is noted that empowerment attribute 7 (common goals for the group (community) is
implicitly covered under most of the LEH process attributes. There has to be a
common goal for the group to initiate and follow through the conservation or

protection work.
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The LEH Committee has, following consultation, established conservation standards
for the projects that it funds. This is to ensure that its money is spent in a cost
effective and efficient manner so that the whole community can benefit. In order to
receive the grant for the first stage the applicant must provide a satisfactory
conservation and maintenance plan to LEH. The conservation and maintenance plan
is reviewed by the NZHPT and or an independent conservation architect. This
process is similar to that adopted by the John Paul Getty Trust. As with the John Paul
Getty Trust a process of peer review of conservation and maintenance plans and the
conservation work is undertaken prior to funding being approved. The review
process ensures a level of independence and enables a review of any policies that
might be deemed necessary. Applications for the second stage are required to include
the conservation and maintenance plan, specifications and drawings for the proposed
work and the accepted tender price. Where a place 1s registered by a local authority,
the New Zealand Historic Places Trust or the Rail Heritage Trust the applicant must

include a letter of support from these organisations for the proposed work.

The main areas where the model does not meet the empowerment attributes is in the
appointments of committee members, the lack of opportunities for communities to
participate in decision making and Government interference in decision making. A
criticism of many funding programmes is the capture of the decision makers by
government, through government appointments as with the lottery distribution
committees. The Minister of Internal Affairs is Chairman of the New Zealand Lottery
Grants Board. Ministers of the Crown are often lobbied by community groups to gain
support from them for a project or when they are dissatisfied with a Committee’s
decision (Holmes, 1996). There is the potential then for political influence to be used
to ensure a community group gets the funding that it requests. This was evidenced in
the decision by the former Minister of Internal Affairs, the Hon. Warren Cooper,
when he approved funding for the QE IT War Memorial Museum at Waiouru from his
discretionary fund after the application had been declined by the Lottery Environment

and Heritage Committee. While the current LEH Committee members were



73

nominated by members of Government Caucus, community organisations and/or
government departments their final appointment was made by the Minister of Internal
Affairs. They were appointed to represent the community in accordance with the
Lottery and Gaming Act and not necessarily because of their knowledge in the sector
(Holmes, 1996). The PCFE (1996) identified the need to include a member of
ICOMOS New Zealand on the LEH Committee to ensure that it had the right skill
base to make informed decisions on applications for funding for built heritage

projects.

The next chapter evaluates the effectiveness of the model through an illustrative case

study.
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CHAPTER 5 A CASE STUDY

Chapter five uses an illustrative case study to evaluate the effectiveness of the model
and to determine whether the empowerment attributes identified in chapter four are
being applied in the LEH heritage conservation process. In determining whether

they are present the following questions will be reviewed.

1. Does the model meet the aspirations of the parties -i.e. New Zealand Historic
Places Trust, local government, community groups, professionals/experts and the

funder?

2. Does the model address relevant management, heritage and community issues i.e.

efficiency concerns, conservation standards and empowerment matters?

3. How does the model fit into existing heritage management structures? - Does it

complement or enhance central/local government structures?

Case study - Foundation for the Restoration and Preservation of

St Mary of the Angels, Wellington

BACKGROUND

St Mary of the Angels, Wellington, is registered under the Historic Places Act 1993
as a Category I building. It is also listed on the Wellington City Council Transitional
District Plan. Comment on any proposed redevelopment or restoration work was
required by the Wellington City Council from the NZHPT prior to any major

restoration work being undertaken on the church.

In 1986 the Foundation for the Restoration and Preservation of St Mary of the Angels
was established under the Charitable Trust's Act 1957. The objectives of the Trust

include the restoration and preservation of the church, and, to that end, to solicit
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funds, to create a capital fund to refurbish, maintain and preserve the restored church.
The Friends of St Mary of the Angels, with 737 members, had undertaken to sustain

the church once restoration was complete.

The Foundation required funding to repair and restore the interior fabric of the church
which had sustained substantial water damage over the years from roof leakage and
seismic cracking. The project also involved creating a new narthex, moving the altar
rails and adding a new side lobby. When the Foundation approached the LEH
Committee it advised that it had exhausted its avenues of funding from the local
community having already raised over $900,000 for the exterior restoration and a
further $401,000 towards the interior work. This included a grant of $3,500 from the
NZHPT for the project.

The photographs on the following page show the altar and the altar rails in 1950
which the Foundation proposed to move as part of its ‘restoration’ of the church.

(Photographs: Fill family album)

The Foundation originally applied for the restoration work without a conservation and
maintenance plan. This case study shows how the process, as discussed in chapter

four, was applied to this application.

THE APPLICATION PROCESS

1.  July 1992 the Lottery General Distribution Committee approved a grant of
$70,000 to the Foundation for the Restoration and Preservation of the Church of
St Mary of the Angels (Foundation) for electrical wiring and fire protection as

part of the interior restoration of the church.

2. The Foundation launched a public fund-raising appeal but was unable to obtain
all the required funds to complete the interior restoration and adaptation of the

church. In December 1994 it applied to the Lottery Environment and Heritage
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Committee for further funding at the Committee's meeting in March 1994. (See
application, Appendix 3). The Foundation was seeking $200,000 (total project
cost estimated at $740,876) towards restoring the church including
modifications to the narthex, altar, entrances and flooring. The application did
not include provision for the structural strengthening of the towers. The
Foundation advised that this would be carried out at a later stage. The

application included a letter of conditional support from the NZHPT.

LEHAS received comments from and discussed the application with the
following: a conservation architect; the NZHPT; the Wellington Regional
Committee, NZHPT; the parish priest of St Mary of the Angels (who was also
the applicant); representatives of the St Mary of the Angels Preservation
Society; and Staff at Wellington City Council. There were a number of

concerns raised by these individuals and agencies with the proposed work

including:
* the creation of a new narthex
¥ the construction of a new north lobby
* the type of heating and lighting to be installed;
- the extent of concrete removal on the concrete walls to rust treat the

steel reinforcing;

. retaining the original cork tiles on the floor.

The Foundation also discussed their application with New Zealand Historic

Places Trust, Members of Parliament and the Prime Minister.

LEHAS prepared a report on the application which included comments from all

of the above, plus letters of support from the community (see Appendix 4).

The LEH Committee considered the application including all the comments it

received on the project and agreed to approve a grant of $10,000 towards the
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cost of preparing a conservation plan by a conservation architect. The
Committee advised the Foundation that on completion of the conservation plan
and its adoption by the Foundation, the Foundation could apply for funding for
the restoration work in accordance with the conservation plan. The Foundation
was also advised that any future application would require comment on the plan
by all interested parties and that these should be provided to the LEH

Committee with the application.

The Foundation completed the signed client agreement and returned it to

LEHAS.

LEHAS discussed the Committee's decision with the Foundation and with
WCC to verify resource consent requirements and the need for the restoration

work to address the strengthening of the towers.

The Foundation commissioned a conservation architect to prepare a
conservation plan for St Mary of the Angels. A copy of the completed
conservation plan was forwarded to the NZHPT for comment and to LEHAS

for payment.

The Foundation advised Lottery advisory staff that the conservation plan was
not sympathetic to some of the earlier proposed alterations to the narthex and
altar rails, the entrances and the flooring. Following discussions with the
NZHPT and Wellington City Council a consensus was reached and those parts
of the project were dropped. The Foundation also advised that it was going to
include the costs of strengthening the towers which had not been included in the
earlier proposal. The Foundation had obtained funding of approximately

$24,000 from WCC towards the strengthening.
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In July 1995 the Foundation submitted an application to the LEH Committee
for consideration at its September 1995 meeting (See Appendix 5). The
application was for restoration work based on the conservation plan including
strengthening of the towers and preservation of the stain glass windows. It did
not include the work to the narthex, altar and entrances. The application
included the conservation plan, the feasibility report on the structural
strengthening requirements, draft specifications and drawings, resource consent
requirements as well as letters of support from those sectors of the community

who had opposed the original proposal.

LEHAS sought comment on the application from the following: the
conservation architect, who had prepared the conservation plan, the New
Zealand Historic Places Trust; and Wellington City Council Staff regarding the
resource consent, public notification and earthquake strengthening

requirements.

LEHAS prepared a report on the Foundation's application which was
considered by the LEH Committee in September 1995 (see Appendix 6).

The LEH Committee approved a grant of $200,000 for the restoration and
strengthening of the church. The grant was paid in two instalments. The first

instalment was conditional on the following:

i)  evidence that the Foundation has revised its structural strengthening

plans to the satisfaction of the New Zealand Historic Places Trust;

ii)  evidence that a continuous consultation programme has been established
with the architects, specialist consultants and Trust staff to ensure to the

project meets conservation standards;
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iii) evidence that a stained glass conservator recommended by the New
Zealand Professional Conservators Group has been consulted about the

work to the stained glass window surrounds.

The second instalment was paid at six months after commencement of the
project and on receipt of a satisfactory report from the Foundation and the New

Zealand Historic Places Trust.

15. The church was closed in December 1995 to enable work to commence. The
Foundation provided the information to meet the requirement for payment of
the first instalment which was made in December 1995. The work was

completed by May 1996.

Discussion

Three questions were identified at the beginning of the chapter to evaluate the

effectiveness of the model discussed in chapter four.

1. Does the model meet the aspirations of the parties -i.e. New Zealand Historic
Places Trust,- local government, community groups, professionals/experts and

the funder?

2. Does the model address relevant management, heritage and community issues

1.e. efficiency concerns, conservation standards and empowerment matters?

3. How does the model fit into existing heritage management structures? - Does it

complement or enhance central/local government structures?



80

The first question asks whether the model meets the aspirations of the parties.

NEW ZEALAND HISTORIC PLACES TRUST

The Foundation's application included a qualified letter of support from the New
Zealand Historic Places Trust for the project. The NZHPT stated that it did not
support the creation of a new narthex or the construction of a new lobby. When LEH
advisory staff contacted the NZHPT to confirm their support, the NZHPT advised
that it had strong reservations about the project and recommended that a conservation
architect should be appointed by the Foundation to comment on the scope of the work
and to prepare a conservation plan. The NZHPT advised that it was concerned that
the proposed design of the new structures failed to integrate with the existing fabric of
the church. The Trust believed that as far as possible all alterations should be
reversible and should have minimum intervention on the existing fabric. In addition
all items proposed to be modified should be recorded and photographed for
documentation. The NZHPT was unsure about the structural strengthening

requirements for the church.

While the NZHPT discussed its concerns with LEH advisory staff and pointed out
that the St Mary of the Angels Preservation Society was not happy with the proposal,
the NZHPT did not appear to take into account all the concerns of the Society in
supporting aspects of the project which the Society believed were not consistent with
current conservation standards. The NZHPT advised LEH advisory staff that it did
not want to get into a position of confrontation with the Foundation as it did not wish
to be put in the position of requiring a heritage order for the church to ensure that it
was restored to appropriate conservation standards because of the legal costs

associated with such an action.

The Wellington Regional Committee of the NZHPT was also concerned with the
proposed alterations to the church and did not support the NZHPT's (national office)

position which appeared to be one of compromise.
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WELLINGTON CI1TY COUNCIL

As applications for projects such as this are required to include a copy of any building
consents or resource consents that might be required by a local authority LEH
advisory staff contacted the Wellington City Council (WCC) to clarify whether the

Foundation was required to obtain one prior to undertaking the proposed work.

WCC staff confirmed that the church was listed as Class A under its Earthquake Risk
Assessment Codes and that some parts of the building were less than 50% of the
required by-law codes. The Council advised that while heritage buildings were given
some leeway in terms of meeting the by-law requirements, if restoration work was
planned for the building it should include earthquake strengthening of the towers.
They advised that the project also required a building consent. The concerns of the
Council about the earthquake strengthening were conveyed to the Foundation by LEH
advisory staff. The Foundation advised that it would address the earthquake
strengthening requirements for the towers once the interior work had been completed.
LEH advisory staff advised the Foundation that given the considerable amount of
money being requested from the Committee and the money being contributed by the
public any strengthening requirements should be carried out at the same time as the
work required to do this may impact on any restoration work. LEH advisory staff
also pointed out that as the strengthening work could impact on the restoration work

that it should be undertaken as part of the project.

The Council also advised that a resource consent was required for the proposed work
as it required considerable changes to the building and that as part of the resource
consent process a conservation plan may also be required as part of the environmental

impact assessment of the proposed work.

CONSERVATION ARCHITECT
LEH advisory staff had also sought comment from an independent conservation

architect, who advised that the restoration work that had already been undertaken by
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the Foundation had been carried out back to front, and that for a project such as this a
conservation plan should have been prepared. The conservation architect also advised
that because of the lack of a conservation plan unnecessary work has been carried out
at considerable expense. This included the recladding of the roof in copper which
covered the original slate roof. The slate roof only required repair work rather than
complete replacement. The conservation architect believed that the copper roof was
not in keeping with the architectural and historical integrity and significance of the

building.

ST MARY OF THE ANGELS PRESERVATION SOCIETY

The Society was incorporated in 1993 with the principle object being: to preserve and
protect the sacred and historic interior and exterior of the church in perpetuity for the
benefit of all in a manner which will preserve and maintain as closely as is possible
the architectural integrity of the historic building which presently is in conformity
with the original design. It recommended that the project should be carried out within
the framework of the ICOMOS Charter and that a full conservation plan should be
prepared and that the proposed changes should be subject to detailed scrutiny by
independent conservation architects and acoustic consultants. It was also concerned

at the lack of community consultation on the project.

In its submission on the Foundation's application it stated that

the programme for the alteration of St Mary of the Angels church has been
marked, from the inception of the present phase, by a total lack of consultation.
In addition, even factual information has been largely concealed behind a veil
of secrecy to the extent that it has been impossible to determine accurately,
precisely what is intended to be changed'. In particular the Society pointed out
that 'full and free consultation with everyone concerned is an essential part of

the process before any consents can be given'.
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The Society stated that there had been no consultation with the parishioners or the
public at large and that complete plans had not been made available to the
parishioners or other interested parties. They noted that in spite of this the NZHPT
had agreed in principle to major alterations which in the Society's considered opinion
were unnecessary and would destroy the architectural integrity of the building. The

NZHPT also advised LEH advisory staff about the concerns of the Society.

The Society believed that the consultative process was important because:

i) it is required by legislation.

ii)  the parishioners have the right to express their opinions (and have them
respected) about radical changes to their church.

iti)  the funding donors should be able to see what will be done with their
contributions.

iv)  the proposed alterations to the Church were outside the Objects of the
Foundation as set out in its trust deed and therefore were illegal.

v)  that a parish priest is transient and that because of the financial
commitment required that the work should have the agreement of the
parishioners and that it should be in accord with the ICOMOS Charter
which has been adopted by the NZHPT and the Wellington City Council.

While the Society had concemns about the Foundation’s failure to consult with them
and other interested parties about the project, it would appear that one of the main
issues was not only the lack of consultation but the unwillingness of the Foundation
to take on board any of the concerns of the other interested parties in wanting to
preserve what the other groups in including the Society believed to be significant

heritage items in the church.
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THE FOUNDATION FOR THE RESTORATION AND PRESERVATION OF ST MARY OF
THE ANGELS

The case study shows that the Foundation was primarily concerned with modifying
the church to meet new liturgical practises, not to conserve the church according to
accepted conservation standards. The Foundation’s position could be seen to be
based on its lack of understanding of recognised conservation practises and the
responsibility it has, as a manager (in this instance, rather than owner) of a building
that has been recognised as being of national significance by both the Wellington City
Council, the NZHPT and other community groups. The Foundation also failed to
consult with its own parishioners, the wider community and those agencies that had
an interest in the church - including the NZHPT and the Wellington City Council.
While a comprehensive consultative process was entered into between LEH advisory
staff, the Foundation and the other groups and agencies involved in the project, this
consultation focused on the approval of a grant for a conservation plan only (rather
than for the restoration work as was originally requested). It was not until the
appointment of a new parish priest that a more consultative and co-operative
approach was adopted by the Foundation. This enabled the Foundation to reach a
consensus with all those groups interested in seeing the church conserved rather than
adapted to suit new liturgical practises and to focus on the restoration of the
plasterwork, the paintwork, the roof interior woodwork, electﬁcs and flooring. The
Foundation advised that it would also look at the Rose window and strengthening of

the towers.

LOTTERY ENVIRONMENT AND HERITAGE COMMITTEE

At the time the application was received, the Lottery Environment and Heritage
Committee did not have an established policy of requiring conservation and
maintenance plans before considering applications for conservation work. It had, as
discussed in chapter four, required a conservation plan to be prepared for the Theomin

Gallery, Dunedin, as a condition of a grant towards conservation work because of the
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concerns expressed by the New Zealand Historic Places Trust about the conservation

standards of the proposed work.

Under its general funding policies the Committee takes into account:
(1) the assessment of the need for and merits of the project;
(i1)  the extent to which the community will benefit; and

(111)  the level of community support for the project.

Given the considerable unfavourable comment that was received from community
organisations as well as from the statutory and regulatory agencies (including the
New Zealand Historic Places Trust and the Wellington City Council) when the
Foundation submitted its application to the LEH Committee for funding, LEH
advisory staff worked with all the groups to try and obtain a consensus of opinion
about the project prior to the application being considered by the LEH Committee.
The Committee wanted to ensure that if lottery funding was to be used for the
preservation of the building, accepted conservation practices would be followed and
standards met. The facilitation role adopted by the LEH advisory staff was successful

in assisting the parties to reach a compromise.

The second question asked whether the model addressed efficiency concerns,

conservation standards and empowerment matters.

EFFICIENCY CONCERNS

While the following processes and requirements have been put in place by the LEH
Committee to address efficiency concerns, no analysis has been undertaken by the
Committee to measure the effectiveness of the model to ensure that money has been

well spent on a particular project including the application by the Foundation.
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The processes and requirements include:

a)

b)

d)

g)

requiring a conservation and maintenance plan is prepared prior to

approving funding for conservation work;

providing funding for the preparation of a conservation and maintenance

plan;

taking into account the economic ability of the organisation to carry out

the project;

making provision for conservation architects and/or the NZHPT to

oversee the conservation work once it has started;

requiring community groups to liaise with other agencies including the
NZHPT and local authorities as well as conservation experts to ensure all

legal requirements as well as conservation standards are being met;

by completing a Client Agreement the community group is required to
meet the standard accountability requirements of the Lottery Grants
Board as well as any special conditions the Committee determines. These
conditions may include the supervision of the project by a conservation

architect and/or the NZHPT;

by completing an Accountability Report on completion of the project the
Committee ensures that the money has been spent on the approved
purpose and has followed the conservation standards set by the Experts
and Other Agencies as approved by the Committee. All grants are also

subject to monitoring, through random spot checks, at any time;
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h)  enabling community groups to seek a reconsideration of the Committee's

decision if new information is forthcoming; and

1)  reviewing its policies to take into account changes to legislation and
conservation standards as well as the interests and needs of community

groups as well as other agencies.

It could be argued that the processes set in place are an attempt by the LEH
Committee to ensure that its funding is efficient and effective given that the LEH
advisory staff took measures to ensure that the Foundation had access to and, in the
end, took advantage of the best conservation advice that was available. The
Foundation also agreed to ensure the strengthening work of the towers was included
as part of the project, although the remainder of the church still needs to be

strengthened.

CONSERVATION STANDARDS

In approving the grant for the conservation plan the LEH Committee indicated that it
was supportive of the restoration of the church but that it wished to ensure the
restoration work would follow accepted conservation practices and that appropriate
conservation standards would be met. The conservation plan was prepared by a
conservation architect but it was not sympathetic to the structural alterations that were
in the original proposal. As discussed above, the plan concluded that there were

several areas where the proposal conflicted with heritage concerns.

As discussed in chapter 4, the LEH Committee, in considering applications for
building conservation projects takes into account ‘in principle, the principles of the
ICOMOS NZ Charter’. The case study clearly illustrates that the LEH Committee is
committed to ensuring that conservation standards are met but that community groups

are not disadvantaged by having to provide the funding for conservation plans. LEH
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financial support for such plans enables the community to have access to the

knowledge and skills required to conserve a building.

The LEH Committee is in an influential position to ensure that conservation standards
are met because of its ability to act as an independent funding provider and to link the
provision of funding with conservation and restoration advice and plans. Because of
its statutory mandate, its limited financial base, and its restricted public participation
processes the NZHPT is in a more difficult position. In 1994 the NZHPT had advised
LEH advisory staff that the advice it provided may need to be qualified because of the
potential for adverse public reaction against the Trust. Such a reaction occurred
when Canterbury Museum requested information under the Official Information Act
concerning comments made by the NZHPT about the proposed new storage building
at the Museum and its impact on the heritage values of a building registered under the
Historic Places Act. ( The comments made by the NZHPT were seen by the Museum
as having prevented their project from receiving funding. The project was also not
supported by two conservation architects because of the impact the proposed new
development at the Museum would have on a nationally significant heritage
building). The NZHPT was also prepared to compromise on conservation standards
for the church as evidenced by its letter of support for the original restoration
proposal. It was only when comment was sought from independent conservation
architects on the proposal that the NZHPT reconsidered its position and decided to
reconfirm the comments of the conservation architects and to discuss its concerns

with the Foundation.

EMPOWERMENT MATTERS
In reviewing the empowerment attributes for a community based funding model as
identified in chapter three, it would appear that the case study shows that a number

of these attributes are present. In particular:
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1. The ability of a community to determine that a building is of heritage
significance to them. The case study illustrates that the conservation of a
heritage building may involve more than one community. While the Foundation
for the Restoration and Preservation of St Mary of the Angels clearly determined
the heritage significance of the church, other groups within the wider community
had also determined that the church was significant to them. These groups
included the Society for the Preservation of St Mary of the Angels, the NZHPT
and the WCC. Gibbs (1994) has defined a community as a group of people with
shared values or interests which enable them to identify as being part of the
community. In this instance the church had focused on a particular sector of the
community who wished to see the church repaired. As has been shown, the
Foundation is only one part of a wider community. Gibbs states that the adoption
of a common cause by a community strengthens community values and develops a
unity of community purpose. The St Mary of the Angels case study illustrates that
a facilitator (a role played by the LEH advisory staff) was necessary to bring the
different groups within the wider community together. These groups clearly
demonstrated a shared interest, and held common conservation values, to ensure
that the church was conserved for future generations. As argued in chapter three, if
a sense of community exists or can be facilitated at a particular locality, then it is
more likely that sustainable resource management as it affects the built heritage

will be able to be achieved.

2. access to professional knowledge and skills to ensure that conservation standards
are being met; As Gibbs (1994) has argued, to achieve its goal a community
must draw on the skills and resources of other communities. In the case of the
conservation of a heritage building this may include those communities or groups
who have professional expertise and who can provide financial resources. The
case study clearly shows that the Foundation had access to the LEH Committee
for the provision of funding for both the preparation of a conservation plan and

the oversight of the conservation work.
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3. opportunities for communities to be involved in determining funding policies and
eligibility criteria; While the LEH Committee’s funding guidelines focus on
community involvement, it is important that there are processes in place that
enable community groups to evaluate how the LEH funding policies and
eligibility criteria are working for the groups. To this end the Lottery Grants
and Trusts Group carries an annual policy review process and client satisfaction
surveys to enable the programmes and policies to be reviewed to determine
whether they reflect the values and needs of the community. For instance the
Foundation was one of a number of clients who were surveyed by the Lottery
Grants and Trusts Group in May 1996. The aim of the survey was to gather
information about client satisfaction with the quality of Lottery Grants and Trusts
staff and service. As part of this process a questionnaire was sent to a sample of
50 Lottery Environment and Heritage (LEH) clients who had applied to the 15
March 1996 meeting. A 72% response rate was achieved, with 36 completed
questionnaires returned. The survey showed that a high level of client satisfaction
exists with the quality of service provided by LEH staff with two thirds giving

staff a rating of 5 (very good) ona 1 - 5 scale where 1 was very poor.

Three individual staff attributes were identified which could further indicate how
successful the model is. These included staff providing extra advice which was
helpful; staff explaining Lottery Grants policies and procedures clearly and
accurately; and staff understanding the funding needs of the applicant. Other
attributes that were particularly recognised were the ability of staff to listen
carefully to applicants and staff having a good understanding of the LEH sector.
LEH staff also have ongoing communication with territorial authorities,
professional organisations and the NZHPT as part of its regular funding process.
As a result of feedback from both clients and these other agencies the LEH
committee is undertaking a review of its funding policies in the physical heritage

output which includes built heritage projects.



91

4. consultation with professionals and other agencies; A lack of consultation was a
key issue raised by the Society for the Preservation of St Mary of the Angels.
The Society, which included parishioners of the church, believed that they had
not been adequately consulted by the Foundation, in the preparation of the plans
for the restoration work. The Foundation also did not consult fully with the
NZHPT or the WCC. It also did not involve a conservation architect in the
preparation of its planning documents. However, when consultation was
required by the LEH Committee and facilitated by LEH advisory staff, the
Foundation undertook consultation with all the parties. This resulted in an
agreement being reached between all the parties on what conservation processes
and policies should be followed by the Foundation. Community participation in
this context 1s not only a tool for identifying and resolving problems at the local
level (using the collective wisdom of the community), but is also a means of
creating a sense of communal well-being by bringing together individuals and

groups under the umbrella of a common purpose (another empowerment attribute).

5. access to funding; The case study shows that the Foundation could access
funding from the LEH Committee if it met the Committee’s funding policies.
The funding also acted as a lever for the Foundation to approach the WCC for
funding for the strengthening work. In this instant the LEH Committee approved
the original amount requested as well as funding for the conservation plan (as it

had done with the Theomin Gallery Management Committee).

6. autonomy; Gibbs (1994) has argued that the failure of communities to work
together to achieve the goal can result in a decline in community cohesion and
autonomy, and a loss of identity, recognition and social status for both individuals
and existing organisations. While the Foundation may have experienced a loss of
autonomy in the process the facilitation role played by LEH advisory staff helped
the church’s community achieve a common goal. As will be discussed below, the

church in the case study is the community rather than the Foundation.
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7. accountability and responsiveness; As discussed in chapter four, lottery funding is
public money and is subject to public audit therefore accountability measures are
required. Standard criteria include whether or not a project will contribute to its
mission, the level of compliance with conditions on previous grants, an assessment
of the significance of the project, the extent of community support, an examination
of alternative funding sources including local funding support, and confirmation of
existing funding. These matters were all taken into account by the LEH
Committee in considering the application by the Foundation. The annual policy
review process and client satisfaction surveys discussed in attribute 3 above, are

also relevant to responsiveness concerns.

8. traditional skills,; The restoration work included repairing and restoring original
woodwork, stain glass and plasterwork. In approving the grant the LEH
Committee took account of the value of and need for people with traditional skills
to be involved with the project. This was evident in the requirement that a stained

glass conservator was to be involved in the project.

In chapter four it was argued that the main areas where the model did not meet the
empowerment attributes was in the appointment of committee members, the lack of
opportunities for communities to participate in decision making, and government
interference in decision making. What the case study shows is that the LEH
procedures do provide for the wider community to participate in the decision
making process by being involved in consultation and the provision of information
to the Committee on an application. The information does not necessarily have to
be supportive of a project as the information from the Society illustrates. The
Foundation also approached a number of Members of Parliament to write letters of
general support for their project, which they did and without necessarily knowing

the nature of the work that was to be undertaken.
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The case study shows that the second question has been answered in that efficiency
concerns, conservation standards and empowerment matters have all been effectively

addressed.

The third question asks how the model fits into existing heritage management
structures and whether it complements or enhances central/local government

structures.

At present there is no similar funding system for the built heritage in New Zealand for
community groups wishing to conserve New Zealand’s built heritage. The Report by
the PCFE (1996) on Historic and Cultural Heritage Management in New Zealand
identified the need to develop, as a priority, a detailed national strategy for historic
and cultural heritage management in New Zealand. The PCFE (1996) has suggested
that Lottery funding decisions should be consistent with a national strategy for
historic and cultural heritage management and that the NZHPT should have a greater
role in deciding on discretionary funding allocations. If government wishes to have a
national strategy to achieve governments heritage goals, as proposed by the PCFE, it
could be argued that government needs to resource it separately. The LEH
Committee's policies could however operate alongside any government strategy. It
should be noted that the LEH Committee, as part of its procedures already consults
with other agencies in the heritage sector in the development of the Committee’s
policies. However, the Committee’s funding is discretionary and therefore it is not
responsible for implementing government policies (Holmes, 1997). The Lottery
Grants Board's legislative mandate is to resource community initiatives. Lottery
funding is generated from the community, not the taxpayer, for the community. The
role of the LEH Committee in establishing its policies is to ensure that the
expenditure of its funds is carried out in an efficient and effective manner. In
establishing its policies it is not bound by the legislative requirements of other

organisations such as the NZHPT although these are taken into account. Thus it does
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not have to take into account the legal constraints that an organisation such as the
NZHPT is bound by. If a community group wants funding for a project it either
meets the requirements of the Committee's funding policies, which have been based
on community consultation, or it does not receive funding. The role of LEH advisory
staff is to facilitate a community group’s access to funding within the funding policies
and assessment criteria of the Committee. As was illustrated in the case study,
Lottery advisory staff go to considerable lengths to enable the community to meet the
Committee’s funding policy requirements. The LEH Committee’s policies which
include requiring liaison between community groups and territorial authorities as
well as the NZHPT, is an attempt to ensure that community groups will get consistent
advice from all agencies about their project and to keep the communication channels

open.

There is also the potential for some government agencies and statutory bodies who
have responsibility for heritage management (e.g. DOC and the NZHPT respectively),
to see lottery funding as a means of resourcing their own projects. However, lottery
profits are distinct from government funds and are not intended to fund the core

services for which government agencies are responsible.

CONCLUSION

The above discussion suggests that the LEH model is effective in that it meets the
aspirations of the parties (the NZHPT, local government, community groups,
professionals/expers and the funder), addresses relevant management, heritge and
community issues, and can fit into existing heritage management structures as long as
Lottery funding maintains its discretionary status. It is also consistent with the
empowerment attributes identified in Chapter 4. There are however, other issues and
concerns that need to be considered - especially the nature and focus of heritage

values in the community.
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It 1s apparent that there are different aspirations in the community for heritage
conservation based on how heritage is perceived by the different parties. The case
study highlights the different heritage values that different sectors in the community
have. It also raises questions about the place and nature of these values and whether
they can be considered cultural values or present day use values. The Foundation’s
values would seem more pragmatic and in fact reflect the social values identified by
Johnston and Jokilehto. The views held by the other agencies as well as the Society
however, reflect the cultural values identified by Jokilehto. However, as discussed in
chapter three these values do not need to be mutually exclusive. As Jokilehto and
Johnston have pointed out, both need to be taken into consideration if we are to
maintain a cultural heritage base for the future, in that we cannot foresee what the

cultural needs of future generations will be.

What it illustrates is the need for more education and discussion about valuing the
heritage of all interested parties. It also raises the question of who owns the heritage?
In this instance the church is owned by the parish. The Foundation is one group that
was formed to raise funds to carry out what it considered to be restoration work on
the church. However, as the Society, the other agencies and the conservation
architects all pointed out, the proposed work did not meet conservation standards nor

did it did have the full support of the wider community.

The general principles of any conservation project are that any work should show the
greatest respect for, and involve the least possible loss of, material of cultural heritage
value and that it should take into account the needs abilities and resources of the
particular communities (ICOMOS NZ Charter). As has been discussed in the
Declaration of Oaxaca conserving the heritage is a community act but as it has been
shown in the case study a community is more than just a group that sets itself up to
restore a heritage building. The community can and often does include all those with

an interest in a conservation project. These people and groups may be locally,
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regionally or nationally based, their perceptions about heritage significance may be

different, and they may include professional and other government funded agencies.

What may be identified as being of heritage value to a neighbourhood may also be
what Yi-Fu Tuan (1974) has called a public symbol and therefore the community of
interest could be deemed much wider in that a public symbol is more widely
venerated (e.g. The Treaty Hose at Waitangi) and therefore generates more interest in
it. In this instant having a process such as that established by the LEH Committee
can be successful in bringing together all these communities of interest to enable a
mutually acceptable outcome. Heritage is after all about the past, the present and the
future. Those who are guardians of it now have a responsibility to ensure that the
next generation has an opportunity to appreciate and understand it and have access to

it. It is integral to the sustainable management of the built heritage resource.
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CHAPTER 6 RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of chapter six is to review the research findings set out in the thesis and
to make recommendations for any funding agency - whether it is a philanthropic trust,
ternitorial authority or a statutory body, which either currently provides funding for,
or is contemplating providing funding for, community groups to conserve the built

heritage.

The aim of this thesis has been to examine the role of community groups in the
conservation of New Zealand’s built heritage through access to discretionary funding
and professional conservation advice. It has been argued that the provision of
funding and conservation advice to community groups by those agencies with a
statutory responsibility for protecting New Zealand’s built heritage is currently
inadequate and that there is a clear role for a funding agency outside of the
government bodies directly responsible for heritage management in New Zealand to
provide funding to community groups wishing to conserve buildings they have

identified within their community.

It has been contended that funding alone is not enough for good heritage conservation
and that appropriate conservation advice is necessary if national and international

conservation standards are to be met and buildings conserved for future generations.

The Foundation for the Preservation of St Mary of the Angels case study shows that
access to a community based funding model which has clearly identifiable
community empowerment attributes can result in the successful conservation of a
heritage building. It also illustrates that a co-operative approach that brings together
the skills and resources of a number of people (including staff from a territorial

authority, the NZHPT, trained funding advisory staff and professional expertise), and
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access to the financial resources to undertake the work, can enable communities to

provide for the conservation and sustainable management of their heritage resources.

The case study identified that a number of empowerment attributes in the model were
present - including the ability of a community to identify and conserve heritage
buildings that are significant to them; there were opportunities for community groups
to be involved in determining funding policies and eligibility criteria; community
groups had access to professional knowledge and skills to ensure that conservation
standards would be met; a process for consultation with professionals and other
agencies was provided for; community groups had access to funding; and matters of
autonomy, accountability and responsiveness, and traditional skills were also
provided for. However, it also identified that there needed to be more involvement of
conservation professionals in the whole process to ensure conservation standards
were met. It also illustrated that different perceptions of conservation exist and also
highlighted the differences between what could be seen as cultural values (as
identified by the professionals, some community groups, the NZHPT and the funder)

and use values (as identified by the Foundation).

In chapter four it was argued that the main areas where the model did not meet the
empowerment attributes was in the appointment of committee members, the lack of
opportunities for communities to participate in decision making, and government
interference in decision making. The case study showed that there was an attempt to
use government influence in the decisionmaking process (through gaining several
letters of support from Members of Parliament), however there is no evidence that
this had any influence in the final decisions by the Committee. It did show that the
LEH procedures do provide for the community to participate in the decisionmaking

process.

These findings have implications for agencies who are involved in heritage

management in New Zealand.
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Recommendations for agencies
ACCOMODATING THE DIVERSITY OF VIEWS ABOUT THE VALUE OF HERITAGE

This study has illustrated that the public perception of heritage is diverse. The
community, theorists, heritage professionals, government and territorial authorities
agencies all have their own understanding and interpretation of what heritage is and
what constitutes a heritage resource. For territorial authorities, as Craig’s (1995)
study showed, the main emphasis in determining the heritage value of a place that is
proposed for scheduling in a district plan is its economic use value. Community
groups tend to see the heritage value of a place in terms of its spiritual, social,
historical, cultural and other values including its use value, while statutory bodies
such as the NZHPT emphasise the cultural value of a place and do not take into
account the use value. The diversity of perceptions about heritage value need to be

accommodated.

Recommendation One

Funding agencies should provide a process that ensures that community groups can
identify and conserve places that are significant to them while at the same time
ensuring groups have access to the resources to conserve a building to appropriate

conservation standards.

Recommendation Two
The development of any national strategy for historic and cultural heritage
management in New Zealand should take into account the heritage values of local

communities.

COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT, FUNDING AND CONSERVATION ADVICE
The LEH Committee’s funding criteria and process for considering applications

enables all sectors of the community to identify places of heritage value to them. The
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process also ensures that community groups have the resources to access appropriate
conservation advice as well as requiring them to liaise with those organisations which

have a statutory responsibility for the built heritage.

The lack of central or local government funding (including the use of incentives), has
resulted in the continued loss of significant heritage buildings, particularly
commercial properties in central business districts. A number of non-commercial
properties have also been demolished (like the Sacred Heart Convent at Wanganui
which is now a carpark). Many of these places are in private ownership. The owners
of these places attribute the lack of a viable economic use, as well as a lack of
funding, for this. Access to financial and other resources may encourage their

retention.

Recommendation Three
Where possible, funding agencies should incorporate as many community
empowerment attributes identified in Table 5 when establishing and/or implementing

a community based funding model for funding built heritage projects.

Recommendation Four
Financial provisions should be made for conservation advice to be included in any

grant for conservation work, throughout a conservation project.

RESPONSIVE AND EFFICIENT MANAGEMENT PROCESSES

In the development and implementation of any community funding model those who
are responsible for operationalising it need to remember that the money comes from
the community in the first instant. Under the present LEH model in which Parliament
has made the Government trustees of this money Government could be accused of
abusing its trustee responsibilities through its interference in the appointment and
decision making process as discussed in chapter 4. This was evident in the letters of

support from Members of Parliament for the Foundation of St Mary of the Angels
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application where community groups also tried to use the system to get political
endorsement for a project in the belief that it would enhance their application in the
eyes of the Committee considering it. There needs to be greater autonomy from
government not only in the appointments of the decision makers but also in the
Government interference in the decision making process. That interference can result
in the siphoning off of funds to meet government objectives rather than funding
community initiatives. As most funding that is available from an agency for
distribution has come from the community in the first instance then accountability
mechanisms need to be in place to ensure that any grant is being spent efficiently and

effectively.

Recommendation Five

Where public money is available for distribution, then the agency responsible for
distributing it must be accountable back to the community from which the money
comes. Agencies need to consider setting in place appropriate accountability
mechanisms, including performance measures where money is to be distributed to

community groups.

Recommendation Six
Funding agencies should undertake annual surveys and forums of clients,
decisionmakers and professionals to determine the effectiveness of its funding

policies and processes and the areas where it could improve.

Recommendation Seven

Consideration should be given to the appointment of the decisionmakers with
preference being given to the decisionmakers being appointed by the community with
people being required to be appointed with relevant expertise as well as people with a

knowledge of and active participants in the community.
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Recommendation Eight
If the community is to be involved directly in the decision making process then
consideration should be given to regionalising the decision making process if the

agency has the resources to do so.

Recommendation Nine

The LEH Committee should take on an advocacy role - to promote to government
agencies and territorial authorities better provisions for incentives and a methodology
for this so that private property owners could also have better access to funding and

professional conservation advice.

Recommendation Ten

The LEH Committee should investigate developing strategic alliances and joint
funding ventures with other funding agencies including philanthropic trusts. The
LEH Committee’s funding could be used as leverage for territorial authorities

contribution to conservation projects

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS AND OUTSTANDING ISSUES
The research findings and the consequent recommendations are consistent with the
views of academics and practitioners who have examined community based heritage

conservation.

As Haereven and Lagenbach (1981) have stated, conservation provides a chance to
draw the diverse parts of a community together, using the physical fabric of the past
as a matrix for people to achieve a greater understanding of each other. The
community funding model of the Lottery Environment and Heritage Committee
illustrates that it is possible to provide a process which enables both the experts and

the community to work together to protect the built heritage resource.
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What is also required is adequate funding to meet community conservation
aspirations, whether from government or non-government sources. In England, the
National Lottery was introduced by the British Government to promote extra support
services for good causes in addition to existing public expenditure. The National
Lottery Act 1993 identifies the causes as the arts, sport, the national heritage (both
natural and physical) charities and projects, to mark the year 2000 and the beginning of
the new millennium. Out of an estimated total of £750 million, £150 million will be
made available to distribute to Britain's natural and physical heritage in its first year
rising to £320 million per year as income peaks. This commitment can be seen as a
means for a country to capitalise on its assets as well as making a significant, permanent

difference to the quality of its environment.

The scale of lottery funding now available in England far outstrips the funding
previously made available to English Heritage for repairs to historic buildings. The
annual budget for English Heritage for 1994/95 was £120.7 million from the
government. Of this, £43.9 million was allocated for repairs to historic buildings not in
its care. It has 404 properties in its care and £33.4 million was allocated for spending
on repairs, maintenance and presentation of these properties. Between April 1984 and
March 1992 English Heritage offered more than £130 million in more than 7,000
separate grants to owners of more than 3,300 ancient monuments, secular buildings,
churches and cathedrals. Although the number of heritage buildings in England is vast,

the commitment shown by the National Lottery is considerable.

In England, as Hall and Zeppel have argued (1990), tourism is one of the key reasons
why politicians have realised that money invested in the built heritage is money well
spent. The importance of tourism has already been identified by some coﬁlmunity
groups in New Zealand. The Art Deco Trust in Napier has successfully shown that

New Zealand can be promoted as a tourist destination for its built heritage.
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There is a danger however, that the primary focus of conservation will be the economic
value of a place and the focus of any funding will be directed to those places that are
going to bring about an economic return to the owner in the first instance and the
community in the second place. Heritage is about more than economics. It is about
who we are. Therefore, what we save should reflect the community’s interests, not

just those places identified as having an immediate economic benefit.
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International Council on Monuments and Sites
Te Mana O Nga Pouwhenua O Te Ao
ICOMOS New Zealand National Committee

PO Box 37 428 Parnell Auckland 1

ICOMOS NEW ZEALAND CHARTER FOR THE CONSERVATION OF PLACES
OF CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE

PREAMBLE

New Zealand retains a unique assemblage of places of cultural heritage value relating to
its indigenous and its more recent peoples. These areas, landscapes and features,
buildings, structures and gardens, archaeological and traditional sites, and sacred places
and monuments are treasures of distinctive value. New Zealand shares a general
responsibility with the rest of humanity to safeguard its cultural heritage for present and
future generations. More specifically, New Zealand peoples have particular ways of

perceiving, conserving and relating to their cultural heritage.

Following the spirit of the International Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of
Monuments and Sites (the Venice Charter 1966), this charter sets out principles to guide
the conservation of places of cultural heritage value in New Zealand. It is intended as a
frame of reference for all those who, as owners, territorial authorities, tradespersons or
professionals, are involved in the different aspects of such work. It aims to provide
guidelines for community leaders, organisations and individuals concerned with
conservation issues. It is a statement of professional practice for members of ICOMOS
New Zealand.

Each section of the charter should be read in the light of all the others. Definitions of

tefms used are provided in section 22.

Accordingly this charter has been adopted by the New Zealand National Committee of the
International Council on Monuments and Sites at its Annual General Meeting on 4
October 1992.
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L. THE PURPOSE OF CONSERVATION
The purpose of conservation is to care for places of cultural heritage value, their

structures, materials and cultural meaning. In general, such places:

1) have lasting values and can be appreciated in their own right;
(ii) teach us about the past and the culture of those who came before us;
(iii) provide the context for community identity whereby people relate to the

land and to those who have gone before;

(iv) provide variety and contrast in the modern world and a measure against

which we can compare the achievements of today; and

) provide visible evidence of the continuity between past, present and future.

2 INDIGENOUS CULTURAL HERITAGE
The indigenous heritage of Maori and Moriori relates to family, local and tribal groups
and associations. It is inseparable from identity and well-being and has particular cultural

meanings.

The Treaty of Waitangi is the historical basis for indigenous guardianship. It recognises
the indigenous people as exercising responsibility for their treasures, monuments and
sacred places. This interest extends beyond current legal ownership wherever such
heritage exists. Particular knowledge of heritage values is entrusted to chosen guardians.
The conservation of places of indigenous cultural heritage value therefore is conditional
on decisions made in the indigenous community, and should proceed only in this context.
Indigenous conservation precepts are fluid and take account of the continuity of life and
the needs of the pre-ent as well as the responsibilities of guardianship and association
with those who have gone before. In particular, protocols of access, authority and ritual
are handled at a local level. General principles of ethics and social respect affirm that

such protocols should be observed.



3.

108

CONSERVATION PRACTICE

Appropriate conservation professionals should be involved in all aspects of conservation

work. Indigenous methodologies should be applied as appropriate and may vary from

place to place. Conservation results should be in keeping with their cultural content. All

necessary consents and permits should be obtained.

Conservation projects should include the following:

®

(i1)

(ii1)

@)

)

definition of the cultural heritage value of the place, which requires prior
researching of any documentary and oral history, a detailed examination of
the place, and the recording of its physical condition;

community consultation, continuing throughout a project as appropriate;

preparation of a plan which meets the conservation principles of this

charter;

the implementation of any planned work; and

the documentation of any research, recording and conservation work, as it
proceeds.

GENERAL PRINCIPLES

4.

Conservation Method

Conservation should:

(®

(i)

make use of all relevant conservation values, knowledge, disciplines, arts
and crafts;

show the greatest respect for, and involve the least possible loss of,

material of cultural heritage value;
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(iii) involve the least degree of intervention consistent with long term care and
the principles of this charter;
(iv) take into account the needs, abilities and resources of the particular
communities; and
v) be fully documented and recorded.

5. Respect for Existing Evidence

The evidence of time and the contributions of all periods should be respected in
conservation. The material of a particular period may be obscured or removed if
assessment shows that this would not diminish the cultural heritage value of the place. In
these circumstances such material should be documented before it is obscured or

removed.

6. Setting

The historical setting of a place should be conserved with the place itself. If the
historical setting no longer exists, construction of a setting based on physical and
documentary evidence should be the aim. The extent of the appropriate setting may be

affected by constraints other than heritage value.

7. Risk Mitigation

All places of cultural heritage value should be assessed as to their potential risk from any
natural process or event. Where a significant risk is determined, appropriate action to
minimise the risk should be undertaken. Where appropriate, a risk mitigation plan should

be prepared.

8. Relocation
The site of an historic structure is usually an integral part of its cultural heritage value.

Relocation, however, can be a legitimate part of the conservation process where

assessment shows that:



110

5
@) the site is not of associated value (an exceptional circumstance); or
(ii) relocation is the only means of saving the structure; or
(iii) relocation provides continuity of cultural heritage value.

A new site should provide a setting compatible with cultural heritage value.

9. Invasive Investigation

Invasive investigation of a place can provide knowledge that is not likely to be gained
from any other source. Archaeological or structural investigation can be justified where
such evidence is about to be lost, or where knowledge may be significantly extended, or
where it is necessary to establish the existence of material of cultural heritage value, or
where it is necessary for conservation work. The examination should be carried out
according to accepted scientific standards. Such investigation should leave the maximum

amount of material undisturbed for study by future generations.

10.  Contents
Where the contents of a place contribute to its cultural heritage value, they should be
regarded as an integral part of the place and be conserved with it.

11.  Works of Art and Special Fabric

Carving, painting, weaving, stained glass and other arts associated with a place should be
considered integral with a place. Where it is necessary to carry out maintenance and
repair of any such material, specialist conservation advice appropriate to the material
should be sought.

12. Records

Records of the research and conservation of places of cultural heritage value should be
placed in an appropriate archive. Some knowledge of places of indigenous heritage value
is not a matter of public record, but is entrusted to guardians within the indigenous

community.
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CONSERVATION PROCESSES

13.  Degrees of Intervention

Conservation may involve, in increasing extent of intervention: non—iﬁtcrvention,
maintenance, stabilisation, repair, restoration, reconstruction or adaptati;u-{. Where
appropriate, conservation processes may be applied to parts or components of a structure

or site.

Re-creation, meaning the conjectural reconstruction of a place, and replication, meaning

to make a copy of an existing place, are outside the scope of this charter.

14.  Non-intervention

In some circumstances, assessment may show that any intervention is undesirable. In
particular, undisturbed constancy of spiritual association may be more important than the
physical aspects of some places of indigenous heritage value.

15. Maintenance
A place of cultural heritage value should be maintained regularly and according to a plan,
except in circumstances where it may be appropriate for places to remain without

intervention.

16.  Stabilisation

Places of cultural heritage value should be protected from processes of decay, except
where decay is appropriate to their value. Although deterioration cannot be totally
prevented, it should be slowed by providing stabilisation or support.

17. Repair E
Repair of material or of a site should be with original or similar materials. Repair of a
technically higher standard than the original workmanship or materials may be justified
where the life expectancy of the site or material is increased, the new material is

compatible with the old and the cultural heritage value is not diminished. New material
should be identifiable.
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18.  Restoration

Restoration should be based on respect for existing material and on the logical
interpretation of all available evidence, so that the place is consistent with its earlier form
and meaning. It should only be carried out if the cultural heritage value of the place is

recovered or revealed by the process.

The restoration process typically involves reassembly and reinstatement and may involve

the removal of accretions.

19.  Reconstruction

Reconstruction is distinguished from restoration by the introduction of additional materials
where loss has occurred. Reconstruction may be appropriate if it is essential to the
function or understanding of a place, if sufficient physical and documentary evidence
exists to minimise conjecture, and if surviving heritage values are preserved.
Reconstruction should not normally constitute the majority of a place. Generalised
representations of typical features or structures should be avoided.

20. Adaptation

The conservation of a place of cultural heritage value is usually facilitated by it serving a
socially, culturally or economically useful purpose. In some cases, alterations and
additions may be acceptable where they are essential to continued use, or where they are
culturally desirable, or where the conservation of the place cannot otherwise be achieved.
Any change, however, should be the minimum necessary and should not detract from the
cultural heritage value of the place. Any additions and alterations should be compatible
with original fabric but should be sufficiently distinct that they can be read as new work.

21. Interpretation

Interpretation of a place may be appropriate if enhancement of public understanding is
required. Relevant protocol should be complied with. Any interpretation should not
compromise the values, appearance, structure or materials of a place, or intrude upon the

experience of the place.
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22. DEFINITIONS
For the purposes of this charter:

adaptation means modifying a place to suit it to a compatible use, involving the least

possible loss of cultural heritage value

_ conservation means the processes of caring for a place so as to safeguard its cultural

heritage value

cultural beritage value means possessing historical, archaeological, architectural,
technological, aesthetic, scientific, spiritual, social, traditional or other special cultural
significance, associated with human activity

maintenance means the protective care of a place

material means physical matter which is the product of human activity or has been

modified by human activity

place means any land, including land covered by water, and the airspace forming the
spatial context to such land, including any landscape, traditional site or sacred place, and
anything fixed to the land including any archaeological site, garden, building or structure,
and any body of water, whether fresh or seawater, that forms part of the historical and
cultural heritage of New Zealand.

preservation means maintaining a place with as little change as possible

reassembly (anastylosis) means putting existing but dismembered parts back together

reconstruction means to build again in the original form using old or new material

reinstatement means putting components of earlier material back in position
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repair means making good decayed or damaged material

restoration means returning a place as nearly as possible to a known earlier state by

reassembly, reinstatement and/or the removal of extraneous additions
stabilisation means the arrest of the processes of decay

structure means any building, equipment, device or other facility made by people and
which is fixed to the land

© 1992, ICOMOS New Zealand

ICOMOS New Zealand/Te Mana O Nga Pouwhenua O Te Ao,
P O Box 37-428 Parnell, Auckland 1.

No part of this publication may be reproduced,

stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted by any

other means without the prior permission of the

copyright holder.
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Appendix 2

LOTTERY ENVIRONMENT AND HERITAGE PHYSICAL HERITAGE
POLICY 1995/96.

In considering applications for physical heritage projects the Committee takes into
account the requirements of the Historic Places Act 1993, the Resource Management
Act 1991 and any specific conservation standards that may have been set including
the ICOMOS New Zealand Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural and

Heritage Value.
The Committee adopted the following policy under its physical heritage output:

1. Applications are considered for the conservation and preservation of place
associated with the physical heritage of New Zealand where it is recognised
this work is essential to the preservation of the place. These include buildings,
structures, rolling stock, marae buildings, archaeological sites and waahi tapu
sites.

2. Priority is given to the following:

e places registered by the New Zealand Historic Places Trust,
o places registered by local authorities;
e places identified by the community as having significant heritage value.

Places may be of local, regional or national significance.

3. The construction of memorials are considered on their historic significance.

4. Funding may be available towards the cost of:
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e the preparation of conservation and maintenance plans for buildings,

structures, rolling stock’ , marae buildings, archaeological sites and waahi
lapu sites;
e the implementation of conservation work in accordance with the plan.

The scale and significance of the place will determine the level of funding
available, up to 810,000, for the preparation of a conservation and

maintenance plan.

Funding will only be made available for conservation work (including
restoration) where a conservation and maintenance plan has been prepared
that is appropriate to the significance and the size of the project.

Funding is not available for restoration of places in private or commercial
ownership.

Applicants must state whether the place has been registered by:
e New Zealand Historic Places Trust;

e Jocal authority; or
o Rail Heritage Trust.

If it has been registered, comment must be provided on the project by the appropriate

body.

Eligibility Criteria

The Committee has established the following eligibility criteria:

L

Conservation and/or maintenance plans need to be prepared by a conservation
architect who is a member of the New Zealand Professional Conservators
Group, or recommended by them, or the New Zealand Historic Places Trust

and in association with the applicant.

railway engines, passenger carriages, goods wagons etc. It also provides funding

for the restoration of historic boats.
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Conservation and management plans for archaeological sites and waahi tapu
sites need to be prepared by an archaeologist recognised by the New Zealand
Historic Places Trust and in association with the local hapu, whanau and/or

iwi which has authority over the site, and the owner/applicant (if these differ).

Where funding for restoration work is proposed and a conservation and
management plan has been prepared by a person who is not a member of the
New Zealand Professional Conservator's Group or a recognised archaeologist
then the plan will be assessed prior to the application being considered by the

commiltee.

Projects must relate solely to the restoration and conservation of the structure
and fabric of the place. This may include installation of fire sprinkler systems

and earthquake strengthening.

Requests for assistance with routine maintenance work, systems upgrading,

capital improvements, or adaptive re-use are not eligible for consideration.

The Committee has adopted, in principle, the principles of the ICOMOS/New
Zealand Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural Heritage Value.

This is included in Appendix 3 of the Committee's Strategic Plan.

If the organisation does not own the place for which funding is sought the
following information is required:

support from the organisation which has legal title to the place;

the reasons why that organisation is not making an application;

evidence of any lease arrangement;

evidence that public access is available to the place;
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Funding will not generally be available for:

e building historic replicas;

e historic villages;

e amenities (kitchens, toilets etc.);

e maintenance (including painting that is not part of a restoration project);
e projects that do not have a conservation and maintenance plan;

e historic gardens.
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St. Mary of the Angels

17 Boulcott Streer, Wellington. Télephon: (04) 473-8074

20 November 1993

The
New

PO,

Further to our
note
application is
-December 1993.

‘i 2er, 1993 rather than 15
As we hay4 %—.§§ to do in order to complete our
e/ wi b

2+

i@r project is:

interior restoration of St Mary of the Angels
hich has .suffered extensive water damage over 25-
years. v

©

Secretary

Zealand Lottery Grants Board

Box 805

WELLINGTON <§

Attention Ms Barbara Fill %

RESTORATION OF ST@;Q ol

A LS
S QR
BOULCOTT STREET, @V N (< LICATION.

th Ms Tracey Wemyss, we
for Capital projects

that the

eans of this letter to give advice
is pending and seek extension to 15

The building is an outstanding example of Gothic
architecture and important historically. It carries a
'Class A' grading from the New Zealand Historic
Places Trust. It is considered a Wellington City
treasure. In this regard, it.is a wvaluable tourist
attraction, and a locale for cultural and musical
recitals. Besides its frequent wuse for major
religious and civic purposes, it also provides a
haven in the city-centre and a drop-in facility for
the less fortunate of society.

The quantity surveyor's cost estimate of
rehabilitation and refurbishing the building is
$740,876 (excluding’  strengthening of one tower

a further $180,131 ) and excluding GST. 23 Noy 1993
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4. Since 1990, an amount of $401,000 has been raised by
public and private appeal, both in New Zealand and
internationally. The gap is $340,000.

5. Unfortunately, restoration work cannot be done
piecemeal. Plasterers, painting, stabilising stained
glass windows, cleaning, lighting and heating al
require scaffolding. This is a costl item a

dictates that all relevant jobs must coi

6. It is planned to close the Church f
most effective means of carrying ou
This is timed for April 1994 to

7. On 1 July 1992, the Lotte
Committee (meeting 11
$70,000 to be utilised
is not included in the 23

(4).

8. At the time,
additional fun

position RE
- $425,00

&

$200,000.

(Rev) Kevin O'Donoghue
Chairman of the Board of Trustees

nths e
toradtio
(S ber 1 .
4’ ! @stxibution
7

grant of
~This $70,000
00 noted under

y¢ained of attracting
ources to underwrite
ngous efforts
last 3 years,
funding at the $400,000

(which will
a plateau

the $70,000 previously granted we
dditional subsidy of $1

for every $2

Y enable us to proceed with the restoration
y of the Angels on 5 April 1994.

Y et

Peter Marsland
Trustee’
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ST MARY OF THE ANGELS
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LOTTERY ENVIRONMENT AND HERITAGE

APPLICATION - CAPITAL PROJECTS 3&

Please apply on this form

L Organisational details THE BOARD OF TR 6] DATION
FOR THE RESTO ND @ ATION OF
Name of organisation __ ST MARY OF TBEN

ST MARY OF

Address

CHAIRMAN
(ie Secretary etc)

Fax

Position

Fax

o4 copy of the organisation’s certificate of incorporation and rules (if applicable).
sganisation registered for GST? Yes/No

No. 12-706-099

Do you have a business plan for the current financial year? Yes/No
If so please attach a copy.

OUR OBJECTIVE IS TO RESTORE ST MARY OF THE ANGELS :IN 1994
Provide a brief history of the development of your museum/gallery/environmental facility.

REFER: ADDITION INFORMATION
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What are the aims and objectives of the organisation?

To restore and preserve the historic church of St Mary of
the Angels and, to that end, to solicit funds;

upgrade
and refurbish the building; and create a capital fund to
maintain and preserve the 'restored church.

Describe the structure of the organisation. Who is responsible fo, f$ op n eas?
"The control management and co et
the Foundation shall be Xgjted 1
Board of Trustees”
Cons A @
What services are offered to the public? itiopa
St Mary of the Angels

0, cvgPto archives)
\V
’ da t_he general public
for worship; for cyit g §\

A\ dical recitals;  for
viewing by tourists; a '%‘ social services e.g.
a Drop-in Cent 3

an study resource
architecture an tu
2. - This project

Please provid

for

Estimated.starting date of.project:

April--1994

Estimated completion date of project: October 1994
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Ownership

Who owns the property? eg local council, iwi authority, incorporated society, charitable trust.

THE ROMAN CATHOLIC ARCHBISHOP OF WELLINGTON
AS A CORPORATION SOLE

Is the land owned or leased? OWNED
A Certificate of Title to the land or, if Crown/Reserve land, 2
Notice must accompany this application. In the case of

the application.

(e 2pprapriatg. Gazette
ad\ pypakginga land,
hdulfl accompany
If your organisation ceases to operate is there s100 or thy .@- i
organisation or local authority? Please give dels
No plan exists other tha rai heNpuilding for its
present purpose.
@sn@ig : $.750,000

aki and include copies of quotations accepted
ON ( No guotations accepted as
yet)

Casgajo h jegts S 400,802

Cost of project

Total cost of project (g

Please provide a

Refer AD
Funding

(0] ommitted to the project, not yet in hand e.g:
thority -
r (Ylease specify) S
Lottery Grants Board $70,000
HISTORIC PLACES TRUST s 3,500
Total funds available $474,302
Shortfall $.275.,698
Amount requested from Lottery Environment
and Heritage §_200,000

(leaving undisturbed the $70,000
previously granted)
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Shortfall

How do you intend to meet the shortfall?. Continue to promote R i
Appeal; seek grant from City Council; raise smalleﬁtggn
Please supply details of other funding bodics which have been approached or you inlc’ to

approach for funding for this project?

Source Amount :
C.H. Isard Bequest (City Council) edo %
When will you know the outcome of these applicatiop
Declined initially, we. intend t £ph

support? Please specify year, amount, afd
Commission and QEII Arts Council)
Yes. On 1 July 1992 t
give $70,000 on
Community support

Please give details of 2
funds for this specific

D <Xs
' %
2 dn in terms of voluntary labour and donation of

o day activitics of the organisation. L

&0

h acknowledgement in the Media.

.‘ among major private and corporate donors once all money
. b in hand or pledged so the work can commence.

Permanent fixing of Lottery Board plaque in church entrance.
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To complete your application, please check that you have attached:

audited annual accounts and a balance sheet for the last financial year for which they are
available and a statement of current financial position;

certificate of land title, Gazette notice;

a breakdown of costs for the project including the sign qu ¥l intend to

accept;

letter of reference from museum/environmental pr ; @
written account 'of the significance of the

written account of the environmental @
and, if applicable: _ @

the organisation’s rules @of K X
business plan;

certificate of

RN 8§ §

TRRE R

ure that all material is forwarded with the application as incomplete applications -
e‘returned.

©
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12.
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Send your application to:

The Secretary

New Zealand Lottery Grants Board
P O Box 805

WELLINGTON

Phone (04) 495 7200 Fax (04) 495 7225

We certify the information supplied is true and corre iz must b y two people in
the organisation. :

- a‘h
signed B &

©)

position Parish Priest

o ‘
name Revin O'Donogh eter Marsland
ition Trustee -
date 197 12 /93

©@.

date A2 ] /2 / f
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' Z%M OW MARY OF THE ANGELS

g Charitable

is incorporated under the IH&EHBratEd

L

\V4

LINGTON . this

12784/8/78 YEO



ADDITIO




130

ST MARY OF THE ANGELS

AN HISTORICAL PLACE

g the exterior (including the
magnificent stained-glass windows§ QBN a massive community appeal.

It is now the -responsibil stees to restore the interior of the
church.

St Mary of the Angets+ to be one of Wellington's finest historic buildings.
It carries an "A" ew Zealand Historic Places Trust.

The official qub S istoric Places Trust, HISTORIC PLACES INN Z, features
St Mary, € g cover (March 1988), followed by an extensive article.
Refer /

Th ic rust has been fully informed and involved with the plans for the
restoradio hurch from the beginning. The intended work of repair and
refurbis a¥ their endorsement.

Refer

Tnc Places Trust has pledged $3,500 for the interior restoration work involved in
this asglication.

/

This restoration project has been developed under the guidance of architects, J M
McKeefrey & Co and Mr Ben Brenton; and Dr Arthur Park the Consulting Engineer— each
of them conservation sensitive.
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FUNDRAISING
1.1986 — 1989
A Public Appeal was launched in 1986 by the Prime Minister @ e and
the Mayor, Mr Michael Fowler, to raise funds for the whole t Mary of
the Angels. Members of Parliament, City Councillors, vagi 5 ercialand

N 5900,000 was
Jijy; including a new
is first stage of the

September and Ppage, two page dominant and two half-page appeal
advertisments ¢

1) Full page advertisements were prepared and placed in
the Dominion and Evening Postontwo occasionsi.e. 26
flay 1993.

See Appep pAdvertisements

2) A page dominant advertisement was placed in Contact
on 993.
Ref endix li— Advertisements

3) Publicity was generated by means of media interviews
on several occasions, e.g. the Evening Post 15 July 1993; Contact 30 September 1993
and the Dominion 3 November 1993.
Refer Appendix Il — Advertisements

C. CHARITABLE TRUSTS Grants have been sought from ten Charitable Trusts.
Seven declined and three have responded: Macarthy Trust $10,000

Todd Foundation $ 5,000

Historic Places $ 3,500
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D. PUBLIC APPEAL —12 FEBRUARY 1993 a) This was launched to mark the very

day the Parish of St Mary of the Angels
was celebrating the 150th anniversary of its founding in 1843. A major sign was affixed
to the front of the church reading RESTORATION APPEAL - $750,000. This is highly
conspicuous from Boulcott, Willis and Manners Streets.

b) Inside the
to take a promotion package YOU HOLD THE FUTURE
ANGELS IN YOUR HANDS — RESTORATION APPE

A Appeal is continually

Coincidently with the
launching of the Public
ere addressed to all leading
than five hundred letters were

Appeal on 12 February 1993, ind

business and prominent citizeasQf ng
sent.
Refer Appendix Il @ @
: b) In addition, dozens of
S to business heads, Civic Authorities and high-

Situated in Wellington central district, St Mary of the
Angels has a large package of Development Rights —
y'effort was made to transfer some of these Rights but without

s no demand for the purchase of same. Inquiry amongst com-
ates that with office space at 20% oversupply, there is little chance
0 everal years, if at all in the future.
SuU Extensive and intensive efforts have been made to raise the needed
$750,000. The Board of Trustees admits with reluctance that the re-
limit has been reached. The law of diminishing returns has now set in where
thecost of promotion is barely covered by returns.

Nevertheless, leaving aside bequests, $200,000 has been generated by these means.
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BREAKDOWN OF COSTS

The estimated cost 6n the advice of Messrs Hoskins and Assggi
Surveyors and Construction Cost Consultants, for the inter
the Angels is $741,000, as at 2 June 1993.

1. PREPARATORY WORK

2. GENERAL REPAIR WORK
including extensive repair to concrete
reinforcing in window mullions and tr.
floor, strengthening stained-glas

3. ELECTRICAL

rewiring, lighting and hea'@
4. PAINTING WORK
5. GENERAL & RE OR OODEN CEILING

6. REPLAST,

d, BAPTISTRY, RECONCILATION ROOMS
all hardware

Refer Appendix IV for detailed Summaries.

127,000.00

160,000.00
102,100.00
18,000.00
25,000.00

70,500.00

71,130.00
24,120.00
67,352.00

38,124.00

$740,876.00
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Chartered Accouriants

FOUNDATION FOR THE RESTORATION AND
PRESERVATION OF SAINT MARY OF THE GELS élg

INCOME AND EXPENDITURE
FOR YEAR ENDED 31 MARCH 199,

INCOME
Donations Received 8398
Bequest : <§%E: 0

6

Interest
@ 107118
EXPENDITURE
Advertising 193
Church Insurance 6637
Sundry Admin @ 673
@ @ 9503

SURPLUS AVAILAEB E@RE ON 97615
RESTORATION
Architect

278
Engineer 10376

Researc %7 517
Contr 1375
@ @ 12546
REHAI@ACCUH. FUNDS S 85069
@ FINANCIAL POSITION

AS AT 31 MARCH 1993

ASSETS

Bank of New Zealand 26130
GST Refund Due 868
National Bank Deposit 51752
Archdiocese Development Fund 245195
NET ASSETS FOR RESTORATION* $ 323945

* There are no liabilities

MUNRO & BENGE
WELLINGTON
17 JUNE 1993
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FOUNDATION FOR THE RESTORATION
AND PRESERVATION OF
ST MARY OF THE ANGELS

FINANCIAL POSITION @ @
AS AT 30 NOVEMBER 199@
ASSETS & %
ARCHDIOCESAN DEVELOPMENT FUND @ @5.194
ASB BANK @@ @

CURRENT RESTORATION FUND N@ i
NET ASSETS FOR RESTOHATK@ 400,802

There are no liabilities : @
X (@

70,000

3,500

73,500

750,000

FUNDS (including promised grants) : 474,302

SHORTFALL 275,698
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COMMUNITY SUPPORT

only an outstanding example of Gothic Architecture; importa
considered a Wellington City treasure. This church is also

] I@ :.purposes, it also provides social

services such as a drop-in g7 Itis open every day — there for all

and used by all.
Not surprisingly, St M Y

T

at$40 a

2. Si and ninety nine members of the community have formally become
S OF ST MARY OF THE ANGELS and have undertaken to sustain the
chur e restoration is complete.

3. Letters of support for this application have come from prominent people.
Refer Appendix IlI.
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Transfer No.

3. Order No. B.157774.2

; -

CERTIFICATE OF TITLE UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT g

Chis Certificate dated the 6th  day of May one thousand nine hundred and pinetv-one Q
under the seal of the District Land Registrar of the Land Registration District of WELLINGTON | .

WITNESSETH that THE ROMAN CATHOLIC ARCHBISHOP OF THE ARCHDIOCES, vmj[ﬂ

nterests as are notificd by

lack lines on the plan hereon,
be the several admeasurcments a little more or less, that is to sa : ontaining 3744 square
metres more or less situate in the City of We

SV

ght Land Registrar

Appurtenant hereto is the rig
support finstallation and ma:

Ground Anchor) over the p bo
840 (CT 7C/31) marked "B
created by Transfer B 19

B.157774.3 Trans

" on DP

way over the p
70132 appurtg 32 (CcT
39A/883) -4 « (Subject

to Secti
1974)

\5\3‘02 2
A.LLRB
ant of a right of
Lot 2 DP 70132 (CT

B.157774.4
way over t

39A/B83 B* on DP 70132
appurt eto - 6.5.1991 at 9.50
a.m. ( to Section 309(1)(a) Local
Governm
Qsazgy
A.L.R.

a1 |8g2

. -
.16 Q—q
=
£aqb
T Ly

/
\%
poc

Measurements are Metric
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St Mary of the Angéls,

Wayne Nelson

isitors to St Mary of the Angels

Catholic church in Wellington can  would not be. Evidef

be forgiven for thinking the build-  architect,
ing is a cathedral. Classified A by the mind when h
Historic Places Trust, the church has a npew church
cathedral-like air about it. Soaring twin  damaged b

towers and beautiful Gothic detailing
make the church a landmark in central
Wellington. Thanks to recent restoration
of the exterior, St Mary of the Angels
now looks much as it did when it was
first built.

The third church to be built on
site,. and the- second to bear the
of St Mary of the Angels, the
church was blessed and opened K
bishop Redwood on 26 Ma

Rxdral, never
ign he pro-
Angels a year
ests primarily on

# and the vertical,
of the mouldings on the
% which replicate the En-

opening and ihe

admiitiance on Sun
£1800 on the da

12 staggered the
people with x rprise — that the
total cost ¢ @ of the Angels as
it now stanxs, shed with new seats,
temporary alirs—tork tiling in the main
aisle & well furnished sacristies, was only
£31,865.5.3. .

Father Holley went on to add that the
debt remaining to be paid amounted to
no more than £7500.

Twelve years later, in 1934, St Mary

HISTORIC PLACES: m:.‘- 1988

also introduce an element of
tinental cathedral design. St Mary of
the Angels is, in fact, a modified copy
of an actual European cathedral. A doc-
ument in the church’s archives states that
the building was modelled on the design
of the Cathedral Church of St Michael
and St Gudule in Brussels. The facade
of this 16th century building, with two
square-topped towers, bears a striking
resemblance to that of St Mary of the
Angels.

Traditionally, a church in European
Gothic style would have been built in
stone. Clere's designs for the unbuilt An-
glican Cathedral and St Mary of th:
Angels are remarkable in calling for con-

of the Angels became, temporarily, a
Pro-Cathedral while Archbishop O'Shea
was metropolitan. The episcopal seat
was, however, transferred to the Basilica
of the Sacred Heart when the Archbishop
died in 1954. The Basilica became the
Cathedral Church in 1984,

St Mary of the Angels may ncver have
been intended to be a cathedral. But for

Right: The interior of St Mary of the
Angels Church, Wellington. (Photo: Tony
Athfield)
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sxYonding on St Mary's during
restoration. (Proto; Wayne Nelson) Right:

The fror i the church after restora-
tion. (Pho:s: Tonw Athficld)

struction

Concrets

222 for churches was based
of the Arts and Craflts
h rejected modern indus-
1 favour of handcralts
3t Mary of the Angels was
L2352 attitudes slowls
architectural professio
concrete can be scen
zain the practical engit

designed. were

changing o

sountry and the
7 producing

he  arrives

niques mu xemed particularly
relevant. 3 had designed five
buildings. iaciuding a Gothic church,

built of rsinfcrced concrete. The church,
designed o 1913, was St Matthew's An-
glican caursh in Hastings. St Mary of
the Angsls was therefore not the first
Gothic caursh in New Zealand to be
buiit in ra:nierced concrete, although it
was the | ci cathedral proportions.

25t about the architecture
S the manner in which the
detailing w25 exszcuted. Gothic detailing
in stone :s a skilled handeraft. Here the
same visuai =772zt was achieved with no
more sxii on the part of the buildas
than the abiliiy to handle a concrete
mixer and 2 mould. Clere was breaking
new ground - designing a traditional

Gothic using modern materials
and rad reinterpreting Arts and
Crafts icz2ls ia rclation to new tech-

nologies. The sosult at St Mary of the

NE <
3
KL

Angels is a tour de force in i
craflt of the machine, an exgio
the plastic, sculptural quairtiss
crete, moulded to look like sio
simple indusiial processes. Clere’
was executed not by trained sio
but by day labourers, paid
Sunday collection.

The original, 1913, contra::
the church was H.E. Mannin
scribed the church in a privais
the Bishop of Christichurch as
the best buildings ever built in Naw Zzal-
and”. But carly in 1920 Maznain:
quished the contract, leaving®
of completing the church to
priest, Father Mahorey. MaRo
a band of day labourers fin
church off. This was.a tribuis
to the eaergy of Father MakRo
his men but also io the archi
cessful marriage of Aris and Cra
ciples to modera industrial m
Manning described Clere to e
of Chnsichurch as “the most hon

and capable man in New Zs
But Clsre’s daosiza for re
vnloriummtely br Ehed s
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foreseen problem — spalling. Spalling oc-
curs when water leaches into the porous
surface of stone or concrete and causes
the surface to swell and flake off. Fur-
ther, with reinforced concrete, sulphur
and carbon dioxides in the air penetrate
through to the steel reinforcing, causing
it to rust. The expansion of the rusting
steel pushes off the surface of the con-
crets around it. At St Mary of the An-
gzls, these processes were heiped along
by earthquake fractures, which allowed
water to penctrate the exterior surfaces
of the walis through hairline cracks and
by the narrow size of the original copper
guttering 2ad downpipes, which caused
watsr to overflow into the concrete para-
pet aleng the roofliine.

By 1950 the deterioration of the builc-
ing was saricus. Along the norihern par-
azet of the nave most of the crockels
had brokza aund fallen off. (A crocket
is a poinied Gothic decoration usualiy,
titough noi always, found on a roofliac
which looks something like a finial on

s house.) Further investigation revealed
MANSIYE CTAIKS in the tracery of the win-
Jows Ind ihw towers. The orpen space:



at tops of the towers had allowed
wawr (0 penctrate the unplastered faces
of the concrete. Large pieces of concrete
had fallen off exposing the rusting steel
reinforcing. The roof flashings and
guttering had leaked at the junctions of
the transepts, allowing water to run
down the interior columns at the cross-
ing, damaging interior plaster and paint
work.

In May 1950, a Wellington architect,
John Standish, was commissioned by Fa-
ther Kane, the parish priest, to prepare
a report on the damage. Standish identi-
fied the problem of leaching water and
also zoted that much of the original
Gothic dzcoration had becn made of pre-
cast czment and sand plaster without
anv zgeregate. This material tended to
detericrate owing to the poor quality of
the piasier finish. In addition, many of
the crockets had not been properly at-
tache< to the parapets.

As 2 result of Standish's report, exten-
sive rzpairs were carricd out on the par-
apets znd tracery. The open spaces of
the towsers were glassed in, which kept
the r2in out but precluded hanging bells
in the towers for fecar of shattering the
. In his report Standish stated that
mediate repairs would arrest the
v only temporarily. Thesec were pro-
words — a warning to all co
servziionists. to plan ahecad. Furt
restorzilon was carried out in 1955,
minor zarthquakes continued to §
the wzils, undoing most of thg
wors.

Tocdzy new restoration WQ
way 21 St Mary of the A

rates well as an eal
strucizrz becausc
creiz  zomstructio

requirzments o,
requirsd an
This rzquire -
aboui the contls
198=, :o the planning
toraticn work.

Tne work wa
thres siages, begt
tion of the the roof. Stage
one was to & ed by strengthening
the building cil ecarthquake code
requirsments (stage two) and then by
restoraiion of the interior (stage three).
Co-oriinating the different stages of the
restoration has been difficult. Priority
ough: 1o have been given to strengthen-
ing ths crossing, the part of the structure
with ihe least support’“from the walls
of the nave. But the visible parts of the
church, the exterior and the roof were
restored first to facilitate fundraising.

It was decided early in stage onc of
the resioration to cover the original roof
of Weish slates, many of which were
missing. with a new rool of copper. This
pragmatic solution was adopted because
replicement Welsh slutes were not avail-
able. The Historic Places Trust accepted
the “solution because copper roofs have
been used traditionally for churches in
Europe.

Mary, of the Angels in rze 19205, soon
Lt A was completed. (Proto: Alexander
fbull Library)

HISTORIC PLACES: Marci] _ 2
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The restoration of the exterior walls
and tracery involved cutting out and
cleaning hollow or ‘drummy’ sections of
the wall where spalling had occurred.
These sections were then refilled with
concrete plaster and the whole surface
scaled with a light grey paint known as
Proseal. This product, oot available at
the time of the 1950 restoration, is a
durable, swater-resistant coating which al-
lows water to enter and also exit from
the porous surface of the concrete. It
also suppresses mould. The effect on the R

exterior of the church of painting wit
Proseal has been dramatic. Gone is fp F
black discolouration caused by sixty \g

years of mould growth. The J
looks fresh and clean, as it w{
looked in 1922.

The brick veneer on th
of the church has also b,

ey s

pent churca (Photo: Alex-
ibrary) Right, below: The
's under cons:ruc:tion. (Photo:
nives) Below: The present St

new
Parish
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In a «oaventional stonc church, the load-
bearing role of the walls limits the num-
ber and size of window apertures that
can be pierced through them. At St
Mary's the strength of the walls allowed
146 stained glass windows to be put in
place. These include the main crucifixion
window above the altar and the rosc
window over the main entrance.

The windows were executed by the
firm of FE.X. Zetler of Munich using
white and coloured picces of glass as
well as stain colours. The [inished win-
dows were shipped to New Zealand but
on their arrival it was found that they
did not fit the window aperturcs prop-
erlv. Nearly all of the windows had to
be forced in against the mullion rcbate
which caused the glass to become rigid,
with a tendency to bend. To make mat-
ters worse, the windows were then water-
proofed with a coating on both. sides
of boiled linseed oil. This oil dried and
in time made the windows dark.

As time went by, normal expansion
and contraction and the tightness of the
glass in the window mullions caused seri-
ous bowing. Some windows had devel-
oped a bow of up to 15 em in depth.
Pollutants in the atmosphere discoloured
the oil coating, further reducing the level
of patwral light in the interior of the
church.

To remedy some of these defects an
restore the cffect of a continuous g

glass restorer, Graham Ste
Christchurch, was employed.

or, as happened d
by being kicked ja-l
climbed up th
The cost of
about $§75,000. ; this and the
other costs of restoration, the church's
Board of Trustees has relied on public
fundraising. The restoration of the win-
dows has been underwritten by business
firms who were able to sponsor the resto-
ration of an individual window for $1000
or a mullion of three windows for §2500
and by parishioners who could sponsor
the restoration of parts of the main
crucifixion window for a modest dona-
tion of S50.
_ The total cost of restoration, when
fundraising began in the middle af 1985,
was estimated at $600,000. An over-all
goal of $950,000 was set to cover un-
foresecen expenses. The fund stands at
present at around $750,000, in cash col-
lected and in pledges. General donors
— parishioners and members of the pub-
lic — have provided the bulk of the
money, nearly $400,000, in donations of

>—€ar period. The
as come from major
tesses, pledged over

over thr

firm of [undraisers hired by

straljan
£ of Trustees to gzt the fundrais-
der way in 1985. Having the dona-

oa come in over thrss vears made the
estoration proposal attractive to pros-
pective donors who could give the money
on a time-payment basis. Wisely, too,
the Board of Trustess has decided to
invest the money left over after the resto-
ration is completed to cover ongoing
maintenance. Some of the money has
been invested since 1985 and has already
carned slightly in excess of $100,000 in
interest.

With the finances of the project in
this sound state, the second and third
stages of the restoration are getting under
way. An engineering partnership has pre-
parcd plans to bring the building's earth-
quake resistance up to the standard re-
quired by the Wellington City Council.
To make the best usz of -equipment
which has to be hired, the interior
scaffolding needed this year for the
strengthening work will also be used [or
the cleaning and repainting of the inte-
rior. Stages two and three of the restora-
tion will thus proceed simultancously.

The [ull restoration of St Mary of the
Angels will not be completed until the
end of 1983 at the carliest. Unforeseen
problems have occurred in the meantime.
Early in 1986, for instance, it was discov-
cred that the drains, although intact,
were not working properly and the whole
drainags svsiem had to be replaced a:

lights the difficulties of restoring a build-
ing of the size of St Mary of the Angsls.
It also illustrates the value of having a
good financial support system in place.
Stage one of the restoration is over and
there is every indication that stages two
and three, now under way, will be com-
pleted with the same splendid results. K

Wayne Nelson, a member of the stalf of
the Historic Places Trust, is also Parish
Archivist of St Mary of the Angels. He
would welcome any new information re-
garding the history of the church.

Parish may sell
air rights

In a very recent development, St
Mary's has decided to consider sell-
ing the air space rights of its valu-
able site to a developer who could
then build a larger building than
would otherwise be permitted on
another site. The parish has 15,500
sq m of space to sell and could
receive S16 million or more if it
was all sold. This would help fi-
nance the restoration and main-
tenance of the building.
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Higutmany?

Antrim House, 63 Boulcott Strect
1.O. Box 2629, Wellington
Ph.(04) 4724341, Fax (04) 499-0069

HP 120 4

6 October 1993 ;
Reverend Father K O'Donoghue @
St Mary of the Angels

17 Boulcott St

WELLINGTON @

Dear Father @ @

PROPOSED ALTERATIONS TO S

1993. In viewing alterations for
ICOMOS Charter which gi inciples fgpo

@: e certain services while maintaining the
ey, We therefore support the following

The Trust recognises
building's historic

3t does not support the following proposed changes as described by the
plopment plans:

«  the creation of a new narthex
. constructing a new north lobby

The Trust's concemns relates to the failure of these proposals to integrate with the
existing fabric and in respect of the proposed design of the new structures. Attached is
part of an English Heritage article "New Work in Historic Churches" which provides
some advice on the alteration of ecclesiastical buildings. Also attached is a copy of the
ICOMOS guidelines for the conservation of stained glass. The Trust's preference, if

lobby areas are essential, is that they should be of a low key and simple nature that can
be easily reversible.
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The Trust has a number of concerns with the speciﬁc details within the specifications
which are elaborated in our attachments.

" NZ Historic Places Trust wishes that as far as possible all alterations should be
reversible and should have minimal intervention on the existing fabric. In addition all
items proposed to be modified should be recorded and photographed for
documentation. The Trust would welcome further discussion on

areas of Trust concern.
Please find attached our detailed comments on your draft gpéc 10n of\

Given the significant architectural quality of this ch d the ,@
‘*.

this building the Trust will review the level of asg as propased 10 date for the
project. This could relate to the structural wo ly @

ervation
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EARTHQUAKE DAMAGE
Two major earthquakes in 1942 and -
1968 caused severe struclural’
damage, including persistent leaking.
Between 1986 and 1989, a massive
community effort raised
NZ$900,000, which financed the
complete reroofling and stabilisation -
of the Church.

INTERIOR
DISINTEGRATION

49 years of seepage however, has
relentlessly permeated the interior
fabric. Magnificent stzined glass,
woodwork, plastering and
electricals are now at crisis
point. The price to fix it is
NZ5728,000. We have
managed to save a further
NZ$363,000. The gap is
.NZ5$365,000 (£130,300 or
US5198,400).

YOUR MONEY GOES
FURTHER

Frankly, we arc’at the en
our resources. Your £1 is

worth NZ51.84. &
closing our gag’of

Would you Since

Y/ORTH PRESERVING
43 with ike arrival of Fr J.J. P O'Reily

r

I
I
I

—— I

acknowlegd?s

* [/we wold
restoration ¥

ssist with the intecior
ary of the Angels

in Welling:on, New Zealand.

[ 1/we enclose our bank draft 10 St Mary of the Angels
* Restworation Fund in the amount of: voceevrinicciicccnnncaians
I [ 1/we 2uthorise you to'debit my/our credit caed.

MASTERCARDO D

_AMEXO_

TOTHER O (SPECiy) .ommvmsntserereeessss

(Orc'er of St Francis, Capuchin), the site of St
Mary ol the Angels has served the capital city of
Wellingtcn. Reccgrised as one of the finest
examples of Goihic architecture in Oceania, it is -
particularly rencwned lor ils stained glass
windows. Oown ke nave, the 14 miracles of the
gospel are shown on one side, matched by 14
parables of Qur Lord, on the other.

Fr Kevin O'Donoghue S.M
St Mary of the Angels,
Restoration Appeal

17 Boulcon St,
WELLINGTON,

NEW ZEALAND
Phone (64)-(4)-473-Bo74
--=——- Fax (64)-(4)-527-8283 ' == -

. GARD

N i=rte

NI:’MHER

Signaturet. couensees

| o ) O

R

cvsuzacrann Expiry Date:

cesvasensss (BLOCK LETTERS PLEASE)

AAIECS: o.ourisnsnsasansmsmnnnsnssssssnsanssassssasmnsssssnsnsnnmnssrenssbsssnssnsenssussressssssnsneresnsmashansssssss

I
I
|
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whi
must e

1an poliz;.

ignored  i'o

was politicians and gener? !
this war, and it is the
far it seems that thc)gc
military élites  have
appeals. )
Relations between the two Churc
have also been impaired by the establj
ment of a new Serbian bishopric in easi:
Slavonia, in the area conquered by Serb

. forces last year. Itis not just that by this

the Serbian Orthodox. Church appears
be confirming Serbia) nilitary gains.

n attack early ir.
¥se of resentmen:

atriarch’s public declaratic s,
ade statements appearing 15 ¢
the formaztion of a Greater Sert
dte. The suspicion, whethier justifiec
wot, “is that hz had hoped to returs
Zagreb with the conquerors., .

Love for enemies

On a practical level, the Catholic Che
through its representatives has. m
efforts on behazlf of Serbs in Creatia an
areas of Bosnia-Herzegovina under C
tian control. Sesbs have been persecuts
varying degrees, depending largely ¢
area in which they live. In Zagre®
have suffered discrimination ov
ment and have experienced did
obtaining documents specifying
residence and citizenship. They has
been subjected to harassment, intimi¢
and, on occasion, violence, Catholic c.
have occasionzlly been able to help
vidual Serbs, using their favourad pos
in official circles to seek redress. €
priests have preached encrgetically
when Christ commands us to love
neighbour, he includes the Serbs. Unf
nately, not all priests have beea so co:
For example, in a church in 2 sub-
Zagreb, a priest delivers a sermon
struggle between good and evil, u-
current conflict as an analogy and ¢
identifying the Serbs with the causs «
evil, declaring that they will be punis

In other areas, especially in smzll
and villages, Serbs have somstimses
much worse. “Ethnic cleansing™ of S¢
towns and villages has taken place, »
its attendant horrors, though on a
smaller scale than practised by Serbs
they have had the upper hand ~Serb

~been threatened and attacked;theirl

have been blown up, and in some
they have been- murdered, thus |
many of them to flee. Cardinal Kuh2

" spoken out strongly against such pr2

and against any desire for revenge.
sermon he declared that “if a Sert
your house, protect his house; if

kills your father, protect his fathes”
attempts to reach across to the oth
of the ethnic divide provide some &2
it may be possible to build trus: t
the two communities for the future
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modern life. Most homes now possess 2
colour television set (87 per cent) and a
v "o recorder (60 per cent). Adults view
I .n average of five to six hours a day;
children for four hours a duy. We are being
flooded with images.

The impact of them is still being de-
bated. It seems indisputable that pro-
longed viewing will gradually imbue people
‘witl new ideological values about happi-
ness, suffering and violence, and the “rules
of the game" by which some emerge as
winners, others as losers. Will we trust
television when it presents models to live
by and solutions to the basic questions of
life?

The problem is not that television offers
us views opposed to our own. It lies in
values and assumptions that are not ex-
pressed, in the selection of some priorities
at the expense of others, in not allowing a
free, two-way dialogue with the viewer.
The mass media are organised along one-
way lines. They flow from top to bottom,
from the centre to the perphery, from the
few to the many. The new medium
of video, however, is an exception in that it
is more under the control of individual
viewers.

Video allows us to record a programme,
to see it again, to challenge the views
expressed, to discuss all the implications.
In the context of learning in groups it
provides a valuable tool for harnessing the
power of sound and image to the process o
'discernment and growth. The particyle

see values embodied in relationships and
feclings, to make us enter other people's
lives. Atits best, through stories, video can
provide modern parables that capture the
heart of religious experience.

We are told in the Gospel not only that
Jesus taught in parables, but that he “never
taught the crowds without parables™ (Mt.
13:34). Jesus knew that the reality of the
Kingdom defies logical definition. He real-
ised that stories and images, apart from
evoking a better response, often express
the core of religious truth. This is what
video can help us do for our time.

The right image

Video is only gradually finding its
in religious education. In 1990,
million video cassettes sold in

£l

Kingdom, 7 million were bopgqt™e
shops, 3 million by cog 7
and 40 million by hom 25

cassettes numbered h
As to quality, t
Some videos just
when ministerss
tions from

(W
Vary

development
aginative video
ction in a course
documentary pre-

|

The Video Forum in [B¥berger :
Netherlands aims at stimulating new i.
and at facilitating an exchange of avuils
resources. If English mystery plays found
their way to the Continent in the Middle
Ages and if Flemish and Italian artists
could work on the stained-glass windows of
England’s cathedrals, a shared search for
religious images and how to integrate them
in religious education makes no less sense

ofad t'dflc'dirrfa-gc

eck sexual fulfilment with o
whom they consider depraved k.
or wives the situation gives rise io
ere psychological tensions. They can-
not, without feelings of guilt, admit to
having sexual needs.

The sensually sensitive Virgin Mary of
Jean-Luc Goddard's film Je Vous Salue,
Marie could be the starting-point in a
group process of recovering the true Mary
from the Gospel text, her warmblooded
motherhood (which does in no way dimin-
ish her role in the history of salvation) and
healthy Christian sexuality. It is just an
example of how images say more than
words ever can.

£

v

EARTHQUAKE DAMAGE

YOUR MONEY GOE=
FURTHER

Frankly, we are at the ead oi our
resources. Your £1 is worzh NZ53.37.
Your USS is worth NZ51.54. Sizong
multipliers in closing cur gzp of
NZS$365,000. Would you help us? All
gilts will be acknowledged and you
become a Friend of St Mary of the
Angels, including Mass remembrances.

Two major earthquakes in 1942 and 1968 caused
severe structural damage, including persistent
leaking. Between 1986 and 1989, a massive
community effort raised NZ$900,000, which
financed the complete reroofing and
stabilisation of the Church.

INTERIOR DISINTEGRATION

’
KEVDY OTONOGHUE S-M.
Purksl Priewt, S Mary of the Angel

WORTH PRESERVING
Since 1843 with the arrival of
Fr JJ. P O'Reily (Order of St Francis,
Capuchin), the site ol St Mary of the

N

Angels has served the capital city of

Wellington. Recognised as ane of the
finest examples of Gothic architecture
in Oceania, il is particularly renowned
for its stained glass windows. Cown the
nave, the 14 miracles of the gespel are
shown on one side, matched by 14 !
parables of Qur Lord, on ite other. _ 1

49 years of seepage however, has relendessly
permeated the interior fabric. Magnificent
stained glass, woodwork, plastering and
electricals are now at crisis point. The price
to fix it is NZ$728,000. We have managed
to save a further NZ$363,000. The gap is
--NZ$365,000 (£130,300 or US$198,400).

" v — T T

D e i e e e e e e e e el e

I—INTEHNATlONAL APPEAL

Mail to:
[/we would like to assist with the interior restosation of Fr Kevia O'Donoghue S.SI: T
=5t Mary of the Aagels in Wellingion, New Zealand. ? mkﬁnmﬂ‘ Aéﬁ'_‘t&‘&mae“:;:‘}g‘u.a ]

7 h
T 7 Phone (64){4}-473-5074 Fax (s1){ 25527320
Restoration Fund in the amount 0fiveveseeeeseenensinsnneanians

1wz eaclose our bank @7 10'St Mary of the Angels

D W i 1 f -

DS NSRS e wemsnane

OTHER D ASpecily): c.iosivosivenmansvasassmoisasissiivas [0 7.7 {1 SRRRRRTRSRS R SRR
N T OO —————

AMOUNT | s

Exzpicy Dates

-

|

|

|

|

I CARD NUMBER
i

today; which may well 3g¢bly to topics like
divingnotherhood, hich I began.
Regia ¢ Dshagiour in [taly
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- We put our faith i
a carpentets

Now we n@ ainter.
L l'e ® |

3 the tloor $175.000 + Fire proteciion aad emergency lighting $30,000 » Jallsid.ag

You 3ee, we urgently need 3 team of skilled paaters, plasterens and eleciricuany ta Sure 3ad facilitation §59.000. The good zews i3 we have already raised 3400,000. But we
restgre the interior of our church. And we need your help 1o make it happea, need another 3330000 defore work caa Segin.

As far a3 acts of God go, we've had our share. The Wahine starm 3nd strang tremon $t Marv's ur recogained 35 one of the hinest examples of Gothic architectare 18 this
in 1942 and 1968 have resulted in sesiour structuzal damage 1o the church pars of the world and har 2 "Clams A7 Higteric Places rating

Recent fuzdraising efforts have seen 5t Mary's recoufod and stabilised. Aad we 2¢ lested 3at 'y more thaa it an elegant lscazrs. 0 Man's hat touched the lives of couatian
1o 3y the leaks have stopped. However, vears of water seepije have taken 1o 1ol The Fecpie and has not oniv been 3 place of wonkip but 3 pexcelul sanctuary from 3 D

price of the restoration is $730,0C0. The major cosiy are: Replastering and repais chiagag world, Now our fauth iy in ke Zeople of Wellinglon. Oaly you can he!p us

walls and ceiding 3120.000 « Replacing the electrcal svstem 510,000 + Recarzenag and Pleave suppart the St Mary of the Azgels Restaration Fuad,

Duratony an be mude af B¢ Bunk of Xow Zosland, Vownry Ml o af the Chunh of 36 Mar of O30 Aty 17 Gt Sirect. Anmonnls of $20 o wiiioer :a: s afford would be gratofuly secel
I yoour wommpunr wonkd Gle to spovos n advorim mand fur 58 Mury of the Ampels cull (O4) 395 709 <
2 e Thas arrisemes =i oreaied ind Jxed

Oyilvy S Mather

Fopp———




:THE rcstorahon ol' St Mary ol' thl: Ange .'hu ';:h
“in’ Boulcott -St, Wellington,,is faging “further, del

o

because. its_ funds ar.lpcal has rajs

an expected-$350,000.
" Parish priest. Falhcr Kev Q

was “very disappointed” s

* Work on the.71-yearighd

ton's landmarks, was/

but may be put off

+  The interior-se

crete ‘church

I7-gave: money, - ind
a.sign, of the: u.mes,
32 dipes SRR
ould -be: spent ‘on f'x:rlg
>that . had deteriorated.; Nﬂw

thue said the. inside - would ,b:
Ils cork nIxng would be repladcd'
tar restored.. 3

g m

(NI Cys to conserve ‘heat and keep the wind. ‘out;
tVFary of the Angels is reglstercd ‘as a categary-
{istori¢ place under the Historic’ PlacesActi’Tt
:a’designed by F.de J Clere, a'leading architect of
his day, who also dwgned St Gerard s monast-zy
An Mt Victoria. =i, - ey
* A foundation was set up in 1936 to strengtr en
and restore-St Mary's and $900,000 was ‘spent ion’

-the outside. A further $100,000 would bé needed

to strengthen the two towers'in case ofearthquakcs
once the.interior work was finished. - T

At the time, it 'was estimated r:stcrallon.wc Id
take only a few years, Father- O'Donoghue “said.
However, too hule money had been ralsed to-s ay
on target: S i S v

“IF God warits us to raise thc moncy h: !1 I‘nLJ a
wa)r o Father o Dcnoghue said. -







Parliament House (;.x-!l.:) 2
WELLINGTON 1. (OVSE, Tefephonefg‘g 471 9999

7 December 71993

Secretary “
Lottery Grants Board

PO Box 805 '
WELLINGTON

Dear Secretary @ “
RESTORATION OF ST MARY OF THi S

As a Wellington Member of Parlia 3 e my support to the
St Mary of the Angels Rest 3 are seeking financial

assistance from the Lotte

St Mary of the Angels standing character, and is a
Wellington City tre > s MeryNB@autiful both inside and outside
and is of historic 41 o F

is of great value to Wellingtonians and to New
that a grant can be made to assist the restoration.

Elizabeth Tennet
MP FOR ISLAND BAY



Parliament House

i
Telephone (04) 4719999
WELLINGTON 1.

154

1st December 1993

The Secretary :
NZ Lottery Grants Board
P O Box 805

WELLINGTON

Dear Secretary - @:; ©§

SUPPORT FOR ST MARY OF TH R ATION

©

own efforts and fundraising achievements
. They have demonstrated that they have
st waited for others to fund their ideas and

| do so, particularly
in particularly di
not sat back

eason, | believe that New Zealanders would strongly support a grant
nds to assist this deserving cause.

Fo qé
@
Yours sincerely

12,056

PAULINE GARDINER
MP WELLINGTON-KARORI



Parliament House .‘.'é) Teleplione (O8] 371 9998 é
WELLINGTON 1. SPHa, 155
( iNZz
* # A
“SERTE

6 December 1993

The Secretary

(ot

The Lottery Grants Board
P.0. Box 805
WELLINGTON ;E

Dear Sir/Madam & : ;

| am writing in support of an application lodged byN{NerBgrar es for the
restoration of St Mary of the Angles Church i eingd

| am well aware of the considerable efforts 4RZ Trustees over the
last few years to complete both the eXi < restoration of this
important religious, cultural and histq of Wellington. | am
ion required for the total

»/years to achieve this restoration, but it is also my
Angels is an asset to more than just the church

efdre urge the Board to give most favourable consideration indeed to

| woul
the n lodged by the Trustees, and look forward to it being successful so
that\ portant treasure can be preserved for the future benefit of the citizens

of Wellington and New Zealand as a whole.

|

. Yours sipcerely

Hon. Peter Du
MP for Onslow ~8 DEC 1393

o



Parliament House ci_‘,s'-'v.‘.}

WELLINGTON 1.

t

26 November 1993

The Secretary

Lottery Grants Board N.Z.

P O Box 805 g

WELLINGTON \ 25

Dear Lottery Grants Board,

| write in support of the application to C a Trustees for the
Foundation for the Restoration and Presk ; t ry of the Angels, for

It has been my oft quoted m t a nation only comes of age
when it is prepared to press : ure. We have very few buildings
in Wellington of the samg yt¥onal value as St Mary of the Angels.
Its Historic Places Tr gsificatis estimony to that.

| very rarely s o) ica grants which are outside of my electorate, but
| feel strong his one ng watched the destruction of "old Wellington™

over the % YW .
W) c: Y i!a\.re their place, living, working, restored old places are of
gragte alu.%e ¢€ my support for the Jackson Street programme in Petone.

benefits to the passerby, or dropper in, of St Mary of the Angels is
gle - but | do know it truly gladdens the eye and the heart and soul to have
, loved and used in Wellington city.

Yours sincerely,

T

Joy MclLauchlan
MP for WESTERN HUTT

pcting ' Telephone (01)56} 9999



Pencarrow Electorate Office
2 Wainulomata Road
P.0O. Box 43 166

Wainuiomata -

TELEPHONE: 564 4&%%
FAX: 564 2673

ERCOTE CGITIER.......costnmmes. s s

30 November 1993 . & @
The Secrertary @ @ '
The Lottery Grants Board ;

P.0. Box 805 ' %;2

WELLINGTON

Dear SiriMadam,

TREVOR MALLARD
MP for Pencarrow



Parliament House .‘:::'_:"-I" Telephone 041689999
WFILINGTON 1. 4928, e

30 November 1993

The Secretary @%

The Lottery Grants Board

P O Box 805

WELLINGTON @ @

Dear Sir/Madam ' @ @

It is with enthusiasm that | add my su e 3 n being made by the

Board of Trustees for the Restoratio ar gels, for a grant.

The reasons for my enthusiastic s@a ¥

ATT g Angels is a key religious, social
Q d’will continue to be a feature of the

BYard, it is one of the most worthwhile causes that | have had the
port.

Yo@lcerely,

25

Peter McCardle,
MP for HERETAUNGA



Farliament House
WELLINGTON 1.

[

Telephone T.. 9
159

3 December 1993

The Secretary

The Lottery Grants Board
P O Box 805
WELLINGTON

Dear Sir, @
| wish to register my support for the restorat @o ipgg
in Boulcott St, Wellington.

)

the

The Board of Trustees has worked h

g’in
rio

ey have shown great commitment
the restoration work is completed.




Parliament House :.u‘;‘; Telephone 604') 471 99y
WELLINGTON 1. e 160

P P
Tesentt

6 December 1993 & @
The Secretary @:E @§

The Lottery Grants Board
P O Box 805
WELLINGTON

with the restoration Q } i ary of the Angels from Rev. Kevin
O’Donoghue, Pari of the Angels, 17 Boulcott Street,

Wellington.

anding example of Gothic architecture. Itis often
sts. The church is well used by people living in
usical recitals and provides a haven in the city centre

Damien O’Connor
MP for West Coast



arliament House ik Telephone (04) %, 199

WELLINGTON 1. J—Z\%'} 161

3 December 1993

Rev Kevin O’Donoghue @
St Mary of the Angels
17 Boulcott Street

WELLINGTON

Dear Rev O’Donoghue
Thank you for your letter regardi
| wish you well with this woﬂh@r

2
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Office of
1 The Minister of Internal Affairs

> S0t ou Lo b S T e TeRLIDT A

=" | Welington, New Zealand.

TN RN RS 4 BT IS AT, AT AR e St e e, =t e e

15 December 1993 @ @
Secretary for Internal Affaj ::
WELLINGTON

Attention: Janice \éﬁer\\

re: Lottery S f the Angels

Cn 14 December i Father Kevin O'Donoghue and
the Prime Mipds bou tery funding for the restoration

roh.

of St Mary o
The Mini aske or a briefing note on what has been
done/ca< b he wist with the project.

e ery Grant Application.

©




Parliament House 2y Telephone (04) 471 9999
WELLINGTON 1. S ﬁ’"sﬁ"f 16Y

1 &?(E}eft-:_i_emlg_eq 1993

The Secretary
The Lottery Grants Board
P.O. Box 805
WELLINGTON

Dear Sir/Madam

RE. APPLICATION FOR RESTO

| write to you in sup appfication.

| have visited St nd have seen the beauty of this Wellington
ture is most outstanding, and the historical
importance i A" Classification from the New Zealand Historic

Places Tr

| belj € a valuable tourist attraction to Wellington City, it is a

lo ltua sical recitals, and understand that it also provides a haven
in 4\ a drop-in facility for the less fortunate people of Wellington.
| give plication for interior restoration of St Mary of the Angels my full
supp ighest recommendation for approval.

Yc@ncarely ; /ﬁ’

(Hon.) Annette King
MP for MIRAMAR



{ The Minister of Internal Affairs

|

- Wellington, New Zealand.

e S R G R A TR U e S P SR B T I

15 December 1993 @ @
Secretary for Internal Affai :
WELLINGTON

Attention: Janict \\\rer

N
re: Lottery @S f the Angels

On 14 December i Father Kevin O’Donoghue and
the Prime Mipds bou tery funding for the restoration
of St Mary o rch.

The Mini aske or z briefing note on what has been
done/can b he vist with the project.

Att % e ery Grant Application.

e Secretary

%@D

Enc
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HOSKINS & ASSOCIATES

QUANTITY SURVEYOHRS AND CONSTRUCTION COST CONS_I.H.»TANIS

D.S.F. HOSKINS, ANZIQS, AIAS, ACI, ARD.

Second Floar

27 Dixon S
Wellington

treet

New Zealand

2 June

Board
St HMar
Boulco
UELLIN

Attent

Dear F

RE: ESTINATE FOR REH

ST

Specif
Costs

©

18893

of Trustees

y of the Angels
utt Street
GTON

ion: Father O’Donoghueg %@
ather 0’Donoghue
T 8] S
i B.: "

P

HARY OF THE

ication
and Condi

sthﬁh Including
v ;e isting peus,
et x and refurbish.

store ready for reuse in
foyer Narthex.

:E @@n existing communion

emolish and remove wide
bottom step to front of
Sanctuary and leave ready for
new steps and podium

extension. Include making
good.

Demolish and remove existing

Sanctuary podium and make good
floor.

Demolish and remove

Confessional walls and
Baptismal Font.

Page 1

PO Box 10417

Wdlington

Tdephone:
Fa -

12,000.00

1,500.00

3,000.00

600.00

950.00

04)
(04

166

as and in accordance with Current
3 to the sum of %741,800.00 (Seven
dnd dollars).

items and cost allouances.

37,550.00



w

167

Protect the existing High - 7,000.00

Altar.

Ditto existing pipe organ and 8,0
console.

Allou to disassemble existing 3] .00

Altar and reinstate Harble .

Last Supper on face of

existing High Altar.

Remove existing vanity with .g;)ae

basin and vestry cupboar

REPAIR UORK (Refer to 30,000.00
Schedule)

Interior

Hack out, expo 39,000.00
carry out re :

to match ex

g7,000.00
! S,000.00
S0,000.080
T e
o 3
2n rose uwindouw and 15,000.00
. s above Altar.
ayry out Structural work to 17,000.00
revent floor from settling.
Repair plaster work at louer 19,000 .00
ends of main concrete trusses.
4. GENERAL AND REPAIR WORK 18,9@6.88.

Including
Repair existing timber 11,000.00
ceilings and replace 2 No

spiers over dooruay.

Replace side aisle louer S,000.00
sanctuary ceiling.

Page 2
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Allow to seal tower windouwus at 500.00

1 & 2 landing.
Allow to upgrade existing air 1,5@By
vent.
8: NEU PODIUM EXTENSIONS AND & S,000.00
- STEPS §§

6. NEU NARTHEX Including @ @
Refixing of marble communi @

43,000.00

rail. glass screen walls

doors and frames, floor
springs.

T MEW RECONCILIATIOH D 9,480.00
STORE Including

Soundproofed
glazed scre
ceiling angd

5,500.00
4,650.00
p )3, 24,120.00
ceiling framing,
lass screen wall and door on
floor springs, starlux mat,
quarry tile floor and
cupboard. HNotice board and
shelf unit.
1:1: HARDUARE ALLOUWANCE 3,500.00
12. PLASTERWORK Including 25,000.00
Interior and Exterior
13. ELECTRICAL WORK Including 160,000.00

Uiring, suitchboard, lighting,

Page 3
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1S.
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under peu heating and sound
system.

FLOORING Including , ;@g .00

Carpet and quarry tiles to
Narthex.

PAINTING WORK Including @ @ 102,100.00
Exterior and Interior Uork @ @
635,408 .00
Contractors NMargin 6% 38,124.00
673,524.00
Professional Fees
Contingency Allowanc % 67,352.40
Total Estimat; @ $740,876.40
, .‘ -‘ @
égguard further information as required.

Page 4
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Appendix 4
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24/25 March 1994
Agenda Item:
Paper No:

Client No: EH 21312

1. Restoration of the interior of St Mary of the r gton.

2. $740,876 ®:

Amount requested

3. $200,000 @ @

o ~she\ Rrsdls gned by F.J. de Clere, and was opened on 26
¥ . (o]

mong Yhe first Gothic style churches to be built in reinforced

/" The church is owned by the Roman Catholic

chdiocese of Wellington.

}s registered as a historic place, Category I (one), under the Historic
t 1993. Places with this level of registration are deemed to be of special

ificance or outstanding historical or cultural heritage significance or value.

6. The church was structurally damaged by two earthquakes in 1942 and 1968.
Despite ongoing repairs over the years, persistent leakage has caused marked

deterioration to the exterior and interior walls, ceiling and floor.

7. In 1986 the Foundation for the Restoration and Preservation of St Mary of the
Angels was established under the Charitable Trust's Act 1957. The objectives of

the Trustees include the restoration and preservation of the church, and, to that
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end, to solicit funds, to create a capital fund to refurbish, maintain and preserve

the restored church.

8. The Friends of St Mary of the Angels, with 699 members, has undertaken to
sustain the church once restoration is complete. @
9. The Board of Trustees has already raised $900,00 in a eal
exterior which they say is now completed. §§
This Proj :E
10. This application is for funding toward T restoration work.
11.  The estimated cost of the proj based on a quantity

12.

37,550
EOA
e DA% @astcr, rust reinforcing in windows,
structur rengthening stain glass windows etc.) 127,000
Ele 160,000
102,100
3Tk to wooden ceiling 18,000
25,000
Podium, Baptistry, Reconciliation Rooms 71,130

Transept Restoration 24,120
fcssional Fees and Contingency 67,352
Contractors Margin 38,124
TOTAL 740,876

The Board of Trustees advises that many hours of voluntary work have gone into
this project as well as some 8,000 hours contributed by eight consultants in the
architectural, engineering and other areas. The Trustees state that this professional

time represents some $320,000.
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13.  The Board of Trustees states that a further $740,876 is required to complete the

interior restoration. The Trustees have made considerable effort to raise the
money required both in New Zealand and in England. This includes public

appeals, approaching business houses and prominent people, exploring the selling

off of development rights and approaching ten charitable trusts

14. The Trustees have $400,802 towards the cost of the pr chddin OTa
$70,000 from Lottery General (July 1992). This includes)
Archdiocesan Development Fund @ 245,194
ASB Bank @ @ 135,000
Current Restoration Fund @ @ 20,608
NZHPT ¥ 3,500
Lottery General @ 72,000
@ <§§ TOTAL 474,802
:Eb

i ommittee grant was towards the costs of:
% 25,000

40,000
d rose window 5,000
Total 70,000

16. rustees are seeking a further $200,000 from the Lottery Environment and
ritage Committee towards the cost of the project. They advise that they will
raise the shortfall in the total cost by promoting their restoration appeal, seeking a

grant from the Wellington City Council and raising a small loan.

17. It is planned to close the church for six months from April 1994 to allow the work

to be completed in one stage.
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Comment
18. St Mary of the Angels is open daily to the general public for worship; for cultural
and musical recitals; for viewing by tourists; and as a study resource for

architectural and art students. It is also used as a facility for social services and\as

part of this operates a drop-in centre. @
19.  The Trustees state that people of all beliefs are amac&q churc
consider the building to be not only an outstanding gxamp §fhic axghitecture

and historically important but that it is also '@\ Welkine
% >~ .

It also provides a haven in the busy city cem voa !
Hppets sk phe church each week.

King, Miramar; Peter Dunpe, O i 5 9 apcth Tennet, Island Bay; Pauline

0: 7, /West Coast; Jim Gerard, Rangiora.

estimate that 700 people excluding Sun

20.  Leters of support have been r

Gardiner, Karori; Trev

distorical and cultural significance of the

t the Boardf Trustees have undergone major fundraising and

EMS& a considerable proportion towards the total cost of
.: o the application should be considered favourably.

repositioning of the high altar, the addition of the narthex(es) and the sanctuary

steps and the removal of the cork tiled floors.

22.  The New Zealand Historic Places Trust states that while it supports the restoration
work in principle it has some concerns over parts of the project which have been

conveyed to the Board of Trustees.
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23.  In viewing alterations for this quality of historic place the Trust uses the ICOMOS

Charter which gives principles for conservation assessment and work.

24.  The Trust recognises the desirability to upgrade certain services while maintainirg
the building's historical and architectural integrity. It therefor orts the
following work:

- The structural concrete repairs

- providing electrical services for heating and lightin §§ : ;

%

- painting of the church interior
- the conversion of the baptistry to a recé

retention of all existing fabric

25.  The Trust accepts the proposal@ N
proposed relocation of the gltar

ded and photographed for documentation.

27. Trust is further concerned with:

- the type of heating and lighting to be installed;

- the extent of concrete removal on the concrete walls to fust treat the steel
reinforcing;

- retaining the original cork tiles on the floor.
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28.  Jim Saunders, Assistant Manager Heritage Conservation, New Zealand Historic
Places Trust states that if a grant is approved this should be specifically directed
towards work which has the approval of all parties and that there should be a

conservation architect appointed to monitor the work.

29. Jim Saunders also comments that the Trust is reluctant to st

(¢]
Pr
itxde @ding as well as
' f the Church.

ealand Historic Places Trust.

'\ einal slate roof. The slate roof only required repair work rather than

32.  The Wellington City Council advises that the church is listed as a Class A
earthquake risk building and that the Council has not received an application for
restrengthening work. Parts of the building are less than 50% earthquake resistant
however the Council tends to take a more lenient approach with heritage buildings
that are listed in the district plan. This is to enable the owners of such buildings to
raise the money for strengthening. The restoration work carried out to date has

not addressed the strengthening requirements although some work has been



33.

35.

177

.

carried out in the roof. The Trustees state that they intend to undertake

strengthening to one of the towers once the interior restoration work is complete.

Given the concerns expressed by Chris Cochran, the Wellington City Council,
NZHPT, the Wellington Regional Committee of the NZHPT St Ma
the Angels Protection Society it is suggested that in makin

this application the Committee take into consideratio

- the cultural, architectural and histori

community;

- the effect of the restoration

and historical integrity of the buil

conservation plan for the restoration of the Basilica. The total cost of the

completed restoration project was estimated at $100,000.

A conservation plan enables a restoration project to be staged and budgeted more
accurately. It would also indicate any earthquake strengthening requirements.
This would then enable the Committee to make a decision according to a more

accurate budget based on conservation principles.
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It is suggested that the Committee has two options
a) decline the application given the general discontent in the professional and

public community; or

b) approve a sum of $10,000 towards the cost of a conservation plan which tak
into account the ICOMOS / Aotearoa Charter. The St Mary @
a

plan.

e i od

36.

A direction is sought.

@aland Lortery Grants Board

=
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Appendix 5




ottery Granis Board - Te Poari Rota -

ottery Enwronment and Hentage Appllc'at:onl Form-_‘- -

Lettary Graats Baard
YL PaAms mata

COVER SHEET (To be completed by applicant)

Finance Details

Name of Organisation FOUNDATION FOR THE
RESTORATION AND PRESERVATION OF ST MARY
OF THE RANGELS

Postal Address
17 BOULCOTT STREET

WELLINGTON """ """ """ "7

(DRI U===%73-807T=

B gaoner {EvG) ditto

Contact People

1st Contact Person: MR P. MARSLAND

Amount Requested:
(EXCL.GST)

Total Cost of Pi{
(EXCL.GS&
LS PARISH

178 782
........ ¥ (TR

%‘(K@X?W.?XU_A]

{ Incorporation numberyCT 305538 7
ABLE TRUSTS ACT 1957

Postal Address 5.0. BOX 48073

.......... U‘_:l;;:-"_?_ :-L,TT I

g
Phone 0-4-527-8283 =
‘“,_,E’I‘F o4 sas vess NS

Backup Contact Person: (%E; OTJW

Q=da=a} ] W 475-8513

‘X Phone 829‘?\/
ool

(FVC) D-4- }
TR 0l ) NNy 7
&

Brief das@ { will be used for
(You mustcan
THE INT N AND STERENGTHENING OF

ST MRICY o LS -CEUSRCH: WHICH-ERS « » « »
. SUSTAINZD {UAE AND WATER DAMAGE OVER |
49 YEARS. 'A' EISTO2IC BUILDING

Who will mainly benefit from the project?
(Please tick the appropniate boxes)

Gender: D Male D Female E’goth
Age: [Jo-10 [Jeo-75
[(J1-2s (]~
[:l 26-59 EIL«II ages
Ethnicity: Il groups (] Meod

New Zealand
European/Pakeha

OVERSEAS VISITORS AND TOURISTS

D Pacific Island

Others (zlease ssecity)

Date Received: . .&’7 16/ 7 ?’5-
Client/File Number; 23402,
Application Number: .. {-« S_ZC{ —5 "
Committee Code: E// 3 & &

Meeling Date: —_— _2,2./)_ /?'g"

Agenda Number:

A Code: EC —2 o

Qutput

B Code: 5%}

Age and Gender

C Code: JC} G

Ethalcity =~ = = S Hmaemuoonams

Application acknowledged: /7 7 _) i ? s

Legal Status Checked: = Q____,- )
—

Initials: 2



SECTION ONE: THE ORGANISATION File Number:

—_—

$ Board use anly;

o o=

Pieas:a refer to the Guidelines for filling out this form if any of the questions are unclear.

Any pt  1al information about individuals in this apglication will be used only to assist with the administration and assessment of the applicaticn,
This intormation is restricted to the distribution committee considering this application, other parties that may need to be consulted and officers u., an
people conlracted to act on behalf of, the Department of Intemal Affairs. Names and addresses of grant recipients will appear in the NZ Lottery Gran
Board's annual repont to Padiament and may appear in publicity materal. You are entitled to access to the information and to correct it.

1. CONTACT DETAILS

Name of Organisation
FOUNDATION FOR THE RESTORATION AND PRESERVATION OF ST MARY OF THE ANGELS

A& 2
Postal Address Street Address (if different

7
:Wéﬂm
e | [T

17 BOULCOTT STREET
.

‘& Phone Number = Fa@‘%\} ((_\\\b E—
o

0-4-473-8074

B X et = o o fF i g e 5 fg\ e N
0 Iy o R S s) %
L

PANN AN >

N N
CONTACT PEQPLE )V

> ey S o =
Name of 1st Contact Person MR P. u_:m_i@ <0($>
B, I""""'L“ -

& Phone Number =\F¥x Number

'>\ -4-527-8283

{day) 0-4-527-8283

gy 073290805 (S
/?/‘\ AT - \\57\/

Position held in the ?Lg&a% RU Ls/,) i
WOV

Name of W%’D‘&W COYLE |

R Phone Nsaser %\\_"‘y = Fax Number

(day) 0-4-4 0-4-475-8613

>

2

(nighty 042

f i
1\ \VT |
Position héxin e organisation TRUSTEE

3. PURPOSE OF YOUR ORGANISATION

2 5 . .. To restore and preserve the historic church of
What is the main purpose of your organisation: el . 2 -
St Mary of the Angels an to that ‘ehd to 'solicit ‘furds’ for the 'rehabilitation-and" -




4.

ACHIEVEMENTS

bstablished in
Mary of the Angels.

nock. The rddf was’ °

Please list some (up to 3) recent achievements of your organisation:
1986. The major and urgent task was to restore }

he building were repaired
raised by massive - - - . ..

ccmpletely. recovered and reguttered.. The.
lexteriorly protected and stabilised. The
The “cost for all this:work was *$900,00¢
community programmes. o

L

ADMINISTRATION DET,
It your organisatio?{oe

T

ki,
MName of Chaiw 9\&'@/
=N P
5 N\

& Prone Number
0-4-473-8074
& Fax Number o
e
[ SN\N
Name or\s\@)ye(m MR M. SHEELLEY
Street Address & Phone Number
- BANORR PRIRACE' . o5 s R0 4% 5 a6 5 0-4-562-7523
EASTBOURNE
LETLINGTON cos & wimowie oo soass & @0 e 2
3 PRt NV

Name of Treasurer: MR M. SHELLEY

Street Address ‘& Phone Number

7 ua_m 'I_'ERR.:\_CB ___________ 0—4—552‘1523

[EASTEOURNE

WELLINGTON = = © = =" "~ e N ok & & Fax Number I

e




7. |How many paid staff does your organisation ofiice have: 183

dfull time: . NONE L. P EAHIOY o a s o e s e a
[

8. |How many paid hours are worked for your organisation, per week: NONE

9. IHOw many volunteers does your organisation currently have, (including committee members): 9

10. [How many voluntary hours are worked for your organisation, per week:

VARIES DRAMATICALLY - AVERAGE 47/50
A BAonoe

A T
11. [How many members do you have (i.e. everyone involved in your organisation): 737 (FRIE f\ ST %"Q\

CNNSF T~ AV

i iption (it aspiicasie): NOT APPLICABLE (\)/S\/ M
12. IHow much is your annual subscription (it apglicable): A P S,

LX NS N

13. [Huw many people visit your facility per year (if 2pplicable): ESTIMATE 73 ,OOOVQ <\. \5

PR 7 s

6.80 am to 7.30 pm; 7 days 2 weesk; all year

14. |\what hours is your facility usually open (if azpiicasie) : %%0 V

N g
LEGAL STATUS R
17. ORGANISATIONS THAT ARE LEGALE
Are you a: (please tick cne) ATION REQUIRED
T ted Societ tabli _
D l:sf:f;;aofama%%l;ﬁig?: Isg% ttach current constitution or trust deed and certificate of

ncorporation, if you have not provided the Lottery Grants
Board with these previously

Mo verification required

No verification required

No verification required

if you have not provided the Lottery Grants Board with one
previously

No verification required

Trust (established under Te Ture Whenua Act if you have not provided the Lottery Grants Board with one

B & 8 D0

1993) previously

Trust established to manage a Maori NZ Gazette notice setting up the reservation, gnd copy of the

reservation (set apart under Section 338, Maori Land Court order vesting the reservation in trustees, if

Te Ture Whenua Act 1993) you have not provided the Lottery Grants Board with these
previously

The Lottery Grants Board may also accept applications from legal entities other than thase listed above, provided
they show they are legally able to receive grant money and carry out activities with a charitable purpose.

Copy of the Maori Land Court order which constituted the Trust,

Whenua Topu, Ahi Whenua or Whanau 3 Copy of the Maori Land Court order which constituted the Trust,

|.‘—":ease specify legal status if different from those listed above:

And > Attach a verification of legal ability to receive grants and carry out charitable activities.

If you have questions about your legal status pleasa contact a Lottery Grants Board Advisory Officer.

-



18. ORGANISATIONS THAT ARE NOT LEGAL ENTITIES

184

ay not apply for salary

( _'Jur organisation Is not a legal entity you may apply for a grant of up to
funding. You do not need an umbrella group for these gran

{please lick it applicable)

with no legal entity applying for under $5,000

SECTION TWO: THE PROJECT

Note: If you are applying for a grant for a salary please also complete Section 4 of the ap
for one-off projects.)

18.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

>
Outline the project(s) you want Lottary funding for. Provide enough dewil{z’g
(You can attach photos if approprate): Fepair and restoratio
the Angels which has sustained substantial
leakages and seismic cracking: This involwg
: (T (D
PRYZERNNY
20. | Please describe any local, regiohah2n 57 nz ~saifigance your project hes, including its significance to whanau, hapu,
and/or iwi: Built in 1 By £J. € e, it is among the first Gothic-style churches
to be built in re concretd ) It features 146 stained glass windows from
Zetlexr of Munigh.’ ¢ 35 one of Wellington's ‘finest 'historic tréasures a
| carries an '
NZ" feature
Fextensive
[aN\\Y '.
NS,
PROJECT BENEFIT
21. | Why is this project!s) needed and what evidence do you have of this: Earthquakes in 1942 and 1968 caused

structural damage to the building and accelerated spalling.
By "1984," the  detériotdtion bf ‘the buildirig” was® seridus. ‘Major repairs’ weré "first ° -

Structural bracing, complete rercofing, cleaning and repair of stained glass and
exterior.wall .repair-were completed.in. 1991, The second -stage{current.project) .is.to
restore the interior of the building with some additional strengthening to Crypt
T e R




22, IWho will benefit from the project(s) (ages. ethnic group, gender, interest group, numbers, etc) and how will they benelit: 185
{  Mary of the Angels is open daily to the general public; for worship; for

Teultural and misical recitals; for viewing by visitors’ dnd’ tourists; as 'a’ facility' -
Lfor .social .services .(eg a.Drop-in Centrel and as .a study resource faqr architecture .
and art students. All ages, ethnic groups, gender and interest groups are free

" (and do) avail ‘theémselves ‘of the "building.’ ATl are  welcome. "An-average "daily - - - - -

r1.:hr<:\1.1g‘l'1;n.1t of some 200 is estimated. Entrance is without charge. Benefits are

23.
ear duplicate,
in ‘the -adjacent - - - - - -

Paeat

© %w/
Please enclose a cenhletters (124s than three months old) of community or professional support
hes ers sh

24, ’ for the projeet\T rom people in the community or in your area of speciality who are
not directl yoxr orga {ion's activities. Their name, address and contact number should be
include s shau h Sut the project you want funding for.

@ consultation with, and support from, any whanau, hapu and/or iwi where
/‘*@

26. |How will y @u}!ﬂ:e progress of your project: A works sub-committee has been formed by the
Board o stees. Clendon, Burns & Park have been retained as principal
[ Consultdnts, structural ‘ehgineérs and project ‘manager. Specifications have  been: * * *

tightly administered. 12 meetings including written progress reports from the
professionals involwved.have been. costed into.the.project. This translates to... ...
detailed, fortnightly review meetings during the six months length of the project,
By Che DoLks SUE-DOGE . ~ " © o ses mlan sei s el S SRR BV e W s o ki




27. PROJECT TIMING 186
2 OCTOBER 1995

r
L ren will the project start:

LI

|When will the project end: (if applicable) 7 APRIL 1996

28. PROJECT LOCATION
If the project has a ditferent address from your organisation, please give the street address:

Street Address

OWNERSHIP

Q)Y é@
Land
29. Does your organisation own the land the projectis gn.

(please tick the appropriate box|

Yes [E/
L]

No

giQr the préject:
ox)

wn or lease the land the project is on please attach a copy of an agreement to use the land for

If yo
31.
rom the owner (e.g. a church authority, the Council, Coalcorp, Ministry of Education, etc).

Buildings and Objects

32. Does your group own the building(s) or objects you plan to conserve or use:

{please tick the appropriate box)

[E/ The building owner is 'The Roman Catholic
Yes Archbishop of Wellington as a Corporation Sole' in
No EI trust for the Parish of St Mary of the Angels.

Refer letter of 17 May 1995 to the NZ lotteries Boar

> If yes, please supply evidence of this.

3 If no, please supply evidence of support for the project from the group that does own the building(s) or
objects. This should include information on why they are not undertaking the project.




BUILDING PROJECTS (e.g. museums, whare taonga, art galleries)

187-
3.

2ase say what type of facility it will be and provide information about its size and construction:

attach either:

A copy of the Project Information Memorandum. (You can ge ject Intor,
local authority even if you only have draft plans)

OR
> A copy of the Building Consent Form.

+ mbrandum from your

If you are planning to conve
a conservation plan and

It your project is eit

feasibility stu%

or redevelopment of an existing museum, please include a
asibility study should include).

> A building warrant of fitness.

>
AL B Y

furniture and s)

O\- ural property please supply the following:

ation services will be provided by a member of the New Zealand Professional

CONSERVATION %. ii MROPERW AND/OR MUSEUM COLLECTIONS (e.g. phaotographs, painting,

37.

Cons

n
> Ale support for the project from the regional Museums Liaison Officer,
> of any collection policy, if available, or a statement outlining the significance of the objects or collection.

CONSERVATION AND RESTORATION PROJECTS (e.g. archaeological sites, structures, waahi tapu sites, boats, waka)

38. If your project involves conservation or restoration please include:

A conservation/maintenance plan or a conservation/management plan
(See guidelines for who should prepare this)
’ A copy of the architectural plans, if appropriate

3 If your project has been registered by the NZ Historic Places Trust, the local authority, and/or the Rail
Heritage Trust of New Zealand, please provide comment from these organisations. -




SECTION THREE: FINANCE

188
{ PROJECT COSTS (List of main items)
EE ED SCHEDULE
44. PROJECT FINANCE e = 5
" el B GET S is i (Phase IJ. ALL scattfolding
you are registered for all amounts must be 599,276
GST excluslve 5 H $273,470
XY R 5L ABUSIRRIGHGS R Ak AT R BT e S
XEL Pl i3
d S__A
Round all figures to the nearest dollar (Phasa 2). A1l re/,?nder 3

® rowers Crypt
f : ’ {1\\ 2‘:5 \J?\'

45. > Include quotes, price lists, etc (as Engin g Repo wer
appropriate) to confirm main project costs 3_12 £000

<\\\V (&X\\V "
NS

46. YOUR CONTRIBUTION TO THIS PQ@Y (locahg

Funds in Hand for This Project

0/6/95. (Includes $15,000 Private Trust
Grants)

Cash in bank
Govemment conlracts/grants
Private Trust grants

$12,000 Tower Engineering Report.

Local Authority gra $12,825 ex WCC Earthguake Fund.

Loans, debentu

Other {,m:e -
NZ Lot Ge

Historic\}ac s 3,500 |Already heavily canvassed over 3 yeaxs and

. : reflected in cash in bank
Funds To Be BAigba\foc This Project
{other than th&L& Srant you are 2zelying for)

Fundraisig? s -
Total cost of Project G'S 830,407
Governmex acts/grants S — s

S
- ]
Private Trust grants s Total Contribution e s 583,133
Local Authority grants S @
f t tSh ] 247,274
{oans;dibenhires s subtract e rom 0 o get Shortfa s
Other (clease specify)
g Lottery grant applied for: §245,000
S
Q Provide evidence of cash held for the project,
R— G » e.g. latest bank statements, funding approval
Total Contribution Total s 583,133 letters, etc

* This does not include the net $75,029 already spent on professional fees and reczorts,

since this project started in 1992, nor the voluntary labour component of some $340,000.




47. J Details of any community contributions to the project, for example, donations of cash, or materials, or by the in7+] 99
“untary labour:

ii. Since 1991, an estimated $340,000 has been ccntributed in voluntary effort by
- - - professional-and-techmical- advisers: -(8,;500 -hours: @ -$40 per hour): - - . .. . ...

48.

0
TN Nl [.:-.\\>

49. |Haw do you intend to meet any funding shortfall: N
If total funding shortfall is less than $50
fout. The PArish ‘carinot ‘serviteé a2 "greater- s
this debt.

=0an will be taken
continue  to liquify -

AN -
== AR
50. z e or you intend to approach for funding for this
more than once. 2 have helped. The
ellington City Council has been ~
d Tower engineering report costs plus
ngthening. Trust Bahk Wellington has also |
e No OLhexr . XeCoNrSeR.. v won & Bais o uis o viis o
51.

What are yow ; Tdrzes of funding for your current financial year:
Please say which wSa ¥ Dgures are for: 1 2pril 1995 to 31 March 1996
Confirmed Proposed
B s -
ES Z ® - This application
Govemment contracts/grants (s~ s (245,000) = ?
Private Trust grants ol S s =
Local Authority grants g 24,825 s =
Donations s 942 S 1,500
BEEEREAYInterest s 7,000 5 6,500
Loans, debentures S - s (50,000) &.
Other Lottery Grants s 70,000 s = If funding shortfall
QOther (please specity)
Historic Places Trust s 3,500 s -
S S

-




52. |Please explain why any money held by your organisation is not going to this project: 190
Wae understand thal you need funds fo managa your organisalicn or to run other projects)
f

5§3. Does your organisation have access to other money held In trust on Its behalf:
(Pleasa tick ona)

Yes

No E’ :

54.

~
3 o5 ks&@z);)for more than two
3 It your audited accounts are more than 12 mon}hs-Qi is2ton Is less than two years old,

55.

please provide an up-to-date statement of ingodwe xpd.e ank statements that cover the
last 3 months.

For new organisations, please pro\?faj\
%
A4

56.

57. [Please say hod €€ 2oasfig afo¥so¥ihe organisation will be funded and in particular how ongoing costs associated
with the prof il ‘

FINANCIAL SYSTEMS

58. |Who will have autharity to spend the grant you have applied for and what is their position in the organisation:
All expenditure including grants will be subject to spending approval at the
fmonthly meetings of the full Board of ‘Trustees.’This will not be -a"delegated " - - * * *

11



How will the person(s) entitled to spend the grant report to the management committee about the money spenﬂgl

59. I
{ ‘the project manager will be an integral part of the financial reporting procedure.

60. |Who will own any assets purchased with Lottery money:
The value added by restoration will be to the benefit of a ClgSz.A histo

61.

S5
It you are not applying for a salary grant, please @l n H@ aration. s
T %

SECTION FOUR: SALARY APPLICAT as ries are only available for one-off projects)
It you are applying for more than one sal l;\@ atd copy of Section Four for each salary
P ol A

- Title of Position: %&'}O W
C -
How long will the \‘>//§\’?
pasition be fo 6@) ,_\Q\ (>
Will the posi!@
PN

Q)

Existing D

(Please tck one)
Is the position: Full time D number paid hrsAwk I:]

Part time D number paid hrsAwk l:]




66. )What training and supervision will be provided:
7oA

We solemnly declare t
best of our knowled

scC inedin zll sections of this application are true and correct to the
we & uthority to commit the organisation to this application.

Name

Signature

Position

Date

Name - «%'s i das s aais / ..... .
//f/
Signature 7. . .. s T T e e s G

Position held

Date

" Person completing application form: (if different from above)

Name

Signature

Position held

Date




et e me e ATTACAED  CONES _gF DocuHEIS | | 193

G AR o .. ..ConNeuTarY |

B SR S —————— ,
SR o Costh et o incorpirzchon _cnd o cope of Ho Genskl e,
i o ol He Fovadaben £5: He. Reshorahion ame v

... _ StHNagy f T Pagls soppled with dhcat t
10, Dstewnbes 1963, L @
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Meeting Date: 22 September 1995
Client No: 21312

Application No: 45293

Agenda No:

LOTTERY ENVIRONMENT & HERITAG N

G

LoN S

FOUNDATION FOR Fi¥
PRESERVATION OE SRNVARXY THE ANGELS,

$245,000

$830,407
@LECOMNIENDATION: $245,000

BUSINESS PLAN OUTPUT
SPECIFICATION: Physical Heritage

DATE OF CONTACT WITH GROUP

1 met with Peter Marsland from the Foundation on 30 June 1995.

1



1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

e

1.5
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GROUP

Background:

In 1986 the Foundation for the Restoration and Preservatio ary Ndygels

was established under the Charitable Trust's Act 1937. ves rustees

include the restoration and preservation of the chur% that e olicit funds,
es estorea’church. The

to create a capital fund to refurbish, maintain e
Friends of St Mary of the Angels, with 737 / hag
church once restoration is complete. @
Activities/Past Achievements: @:

The Board of Trustees hes alrea
exterior which they ' c

Legal Entity: @ istered Charitable Trust
Struc Q \

Q .- the Foundation is Father Mills, Parish Priest of St Mary of the

s

& detretary and treasurer is Mr M Shelley.

t Person:

@lamc: Peter Marsland

1.6

Street Address: PO Box 48073, Upper Hutt
Phone Number: (04) 527 8283
Fax Number: (04) 527 8283

Previous Lottery Grants:
1992 Lottery General " $70,000 fire protection and rewiring
1994 Environment & Heritage $10,000 Conservation plan

2
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2. PROJECT

2.1 Background:

historically i

provides

73 e i3 urch annually. The Church is open from 6 am to 7.30pm

s registered as a historic place, Category I, under the Historic Places Act
Blaces with this level of registration are deemed to be of special significance or

ing historical or cultural heritage significance or value.

A

The church was structurally damaged by two earthquakes in 1942 and 1968. Despite
ongoing repairs over the years, persistent leakage has caused marked deterioration to

the exterior and interior walls, ceiling and floor.

(8]
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Description:

_The Foundation is seeking funding to repair and restore the interior fabric of the church
which has sustained substantial water damage over the years from roof leakages, and

seismic cracking. The work also involves repairs and stren of the

towers, rose window and west altar window against e% ighl Win4 Yorces.
e s!i dards and to

The work is needed to bring the church up to apprqpriat

Q@ Strengthening were

preserve a nationally significant building.

A copy of the Schedule of Works an

included with the application.

Letters of support for the earlier application were received from:
- Nga Karere Maori Club; and

- Nine Members of Parliament including: Annette King, Miramar; Peter Dunne,
Onslow; and Elizabeth Tennet, Island Bay; Pauline Gardiner, Karori; Trevor Mallard,
Pencarrow; Peter McCardle, Heretaunga, Roger Sowry, Kapiti; Damien O'Connor, West

4
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Coast; Jim Gerard, Rangiora.

The Members all comment on the historical and cultural significance of the building not

only to New Zealand but in particular to Wellington. Peter Dunne also commests that

the Board of Trustees have undergone major fundraising and o date s to

raise a considerable proportion towards the total cost of the oubl v
public and private fundraising appeals. He considers eo
application should be considered favourably.

A letter of support has also been received gt
Society Inc withdrawing their oppositi@ ev} osed alterations now that
iii ;hi wo pporting the restoration work

these have been deleted from the

V@ 13 178 782
@gisterqﬂ under: St Mary of the Angels Parish
3otal Project Cost:

Phase I
(scaffolding etc) $599,276
Phase II
(towers, crypt,windows) $158,508
Professional fees §% $60,623
Engineering report $12,000
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3.4

*Total

* For a full breakdown of costs see Appendix I attached. This is based on the accepted

tender price for the work.
Available Funds:

Cash in bank

Local Authority grant
Lottery General
NZHPT

Total

Amount Requested:

Shortfall:

202

$830,407

$484,808

@e Foundation has advised that it has arranged a commercial loan of up to $50,000
which could be drawn on to meet any funding shortfall. The parish could not service a
higher loan.

3.7 Financial Systems:

The Foundation advises that all grant expenditure will be subject to spending approval

at its monthly meetings of the full Board of Trustees. Expenditure will not be a
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delegated activity.

3.8 Financial Position:

As at 31 March 1995 the Foundation had Accumulated Fund

largely made up from donations, grants, bequests, and intgr

for the project. &

3.9 VFinancial Viability: ' @ @
. p@l to restore the exterior
¥ co 0 providing for the ongoing

work is completed. The

oan if full funding is not available.

4.1 eR z ; or Community Agencies:

| strengthening to the belfry, stair tower, rose and sanctuary windows. The

acknowledges that this work is required and should be considered a priority

e any other work is undertaken. The NZHPT notes however, that it needs to be
gatisfied that any proposed strengthening work are the most appropriate for this heritage

building. The NZHPT also advises that priority should be given to treating carbonation

of the walls and the steel work.

The NZHPT recommends that because of the ongoing nature of this project that a
continuous consultation process be established with the architects, specialist consultants
and Trust staff. This process should include appropriate review dates being arranged

during the project to allow a suitable time for briefing and making comment.



204

Comment was also sought from Ian Bowman, Conservation Architect. Mr Bowman
prepared the conservation plan for St Mary of the Angels. Mr Bowman notes that the
specifications make no provision for professional conservators including a stained glass
conservator or a conservation architect. Mr Bowman's comments are attached

Appendix II.

R

4.2 Advisory Officer Comment:

This project seeks to conserve a part

meets the requirements of the Co

onsultation with conservation professionals on the

d that if ing were approved provision should be made towards
restoration work by a conservator in stained glass in the first
r a conservation architect or representatives of the New Zealand

t to ensure conservation standards are being met.

gested that given the concems raised by the NZHPT about the need to
ake the strengthening work that if the Committee were to approve funding it
uld be appropriate that the Foundation be asked to revise its proposed structural
strengthening plans to the satisfaction of the New Zealand Historic Places Trust prior to
the uplifting of any grant and that a process has been set up with the NZHPT to
oversee the project. The grant should also be conditional on evidence that a stained

glass conservator has been consulted about the work to the stained glass window
surrounds.
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RECOMMENDATION

That a grant of $250.000 be approved to the Foundation for the Restoration and

Preservation of St Mary of the Angels for the restoration and strengthening ofghe
church. The grant to be paid in two instalments. @

The first instalment is conditional on the followmg:&gs @
1 plans to the

as been established with the

st ure to the project meets

e

ator recommended by the New Zealand

as been consulted about the work to the stained glass

i six months after commencement of the project and on receipt
s ort from the Foundation and the New Zealand Historic Places Trust.

Barbara Fill

Team Leader, Lottery Environment and Heritage
for Secretary, New Zealand Lottery Grants Board
30 August 1995
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Clendon Burns & Park Ltd

‘Consulting Civil & Structural Engineers

15a Everton Terrace, P.O. Box 10-348, Wellington, N.Z.
telephone (04) 472-1412, facsimile (04) 472-1417

Reference: 92058L48/F2
27 June 1995

Mr P Marsland

30 Pempsey Street
Silverstream

UPPER HUTT 6007

Dear Peter

Refurbishment of St Mary of the

Yours faithfully
CLENDON BURNS & PARK LTD

/f/w—,/

Dr A G Park
DIRECTOR

Encl.

Directors
Ewan K. Clendon €. MIPENZ Arthur G, Park B2, Mcrsi P2 D . MIPENZ
O3y N Pa=-~p g w12eNZ
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9 FRANCIS PLAGE

= WELLINGTON
v PHONE (04) 384 8455

M uinn FAX (04) 801 8455

BUILDING CONTRACTORS

3 July 1995

Clendon Burns & Park -
P.0.Box 10348

WELLINGTON ) &

ATTENTION: Dr A Park Q‘
REFURBlSHM@’P

of the Angels Trust Board.

We note the Plans and Specificati s(Radw revised with the main changes
being the addition of Streng (D¥er and Crypt and the deletion of any
new construction work witHit

The following estima
our receipt of fing

, cope of work and this will be confirmed on
tings.

84,060.00
67,488.00
52,000.00
38,000.00
69,129.00
16,856.00
12,256.00
124,396.00
175,000.00
66,599.00
17,000.00

2 15,000.00
Miscellaneous 20,000.00

TOTAL ' $757,784.00

G.S.T. EXCLUSIVE

We would be pleased to provide further information if required.

Yours faithfully
L.T.MCGUINNESS LTD

S, e et -
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9 FRANCIS PLAL.C

- i WELLINGTON
) -I P.O. BOX 9639
o PHONE (04) 384 8455

M%*Guinness - FAX (04) 801 8455
b ——— — .ansun]

BUILDING CONTRACTORS

P

28 June 1995

ST MARYS OF THE ANGELS §®§ %

SUMMARY OF TOWER AND WINDOW STRENGTHEN TIMATE %
A)  Towers (2NO) <§ @
Preliminary and General 37.00
Reinforcing Steelwork 0,659.00
Structural Steelwork 7,500.0C
Concrete 62,400.00
Concrete Repairs - Epoxy
- Crack¥ Re ing 10,000.00
Total @ @ $95,296.00

Q

900.00
1€,200.00

$19,100.00

1,406.00

4,800.00

: 1,300.00

3{ epairs to Cracks in Window Frame 1,650.00

@ Sterwork Make Good ] 1,100.00
[)

oxy Paintwork to External Steel 2,000.00

Total $12,256.00



P

M\u

T WELLINGTON
P.0. BOX 9639
{ ot 5 o PHONE (04) 384 8455

inness FAX (04) 801 8455
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9 FRANCIS PLACE ™

BUILDING CONTRACTORS

D)

Rose Window Strengthening

Scaffolding 00
Structural Steelwork .00
Builders Work 00«06
Protection of Glass _ & 80
Repairs to Cracks to Concrete Frame 185Q.08
Plasterwork Make Good 0

P C Sum to Move Organ Pipes E?@: %.00

Total @ :
ATOTAL OF @ § $143,508.00




HOSKINS & ASSOCIATES

QUANTITY SURVEYORS AND CONSTRUCTION COST CONSULTANTS
D.S.P. HOSKINS, ANZIQS, ALAS, ACI, ARB.

PO Box 10417
Wellington
New Zealand

CLENDON BURHS & PARK
CONSULTING ENGIN

P O BOX 1@ 348
WELLINGTON

1@ July 1995

the above Project as per

m that the Schedule of Costs amounting to the Sum of
84.00 as submitted by the Contractors accurately reflects

ifications.

he above Sum is exclusive of G S T Tax.

<~ "D S P Hoskins
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Ian Bowman
BA BArch MA Cons Studies ANZIA
Conzarvator Architact

Haasas

10 Patrick Stresl, Petone

Lower |lult, New Zealand
Tel & Fax 04 5687687 @ ‘
2 5 18 ANBuSEST995
Barbara Fill,
Team Leader,

[N TR S|

Lottery Environment and Heritage,
New Zealand Lottery Grants Board,
C/- Department of Internal Affairs,
P.O. Box 805,

Wellington

Dear Barbara,

Thank you for your request,
application. '

I have read through
following commes

1 It is up

srided jm the coriservation plan to repair where possible. (page
af the #figation appear contradictory). I would recommend

DS
hg \ e too badly worn that they be replaced to match in all
wdife (and most importantly) the existing pattern.

y*general statements about protection are made. I would recommend
xt elements be specified and how these are to be protected. The stained

tlass windows and the organ are very significant and costly items which
should be protected by plywood at the very least.

4 There is no mention of professional conservators in the specification.
Stained glass repairs are called up and no requirement for qualifications or
experience in the conservation of stained glass is discussed. Graeme
Stewart repaired stained glass previously, and as the only NZPCGC  stained
glass conservator member, [ would recommend his involvement.

5 The main entrance doors are propased to be replaced. [ would not
recommend the replacement of historic fabric, but its repair.

6 No interior colours are specified. The final colour will be of great



lan Bowman

»n

conservation. @
Regards, @@ @@

Jlan Bowman ©@§

= 5687687 n18/08/35 @311 PM D3
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significance to the heritage values of the building, and it 1s recommended
that colour schemes be proposed and approved of according to the
conservation plan before funding be granted.

No floor plans are provided and it is difficult to understand the complete
scope of the work. It is recommended that floor plans be supplied.

In general, a great deal of the work is not specified in detyf
the conservation work appears to be left up to the cont

building is of considerable heritage significance, it i
each element of repair be specified in detail, after
and prepared by a professional qualified and exp



215

Bibliography

Australian Heritage Commission (1987)

Cultural Landscapes. Background Notes No. 34

Barrett P. J. (1995)

Community Empowerment: A New Approach or Participation in Disguise
Master of Philosophy in Resource and Environmental Planning Thesis.

Massey University, New Zealand. 119 p.

Behrens, Dr. J.M. and Tsamenyi, Dr. B.M. (1991)
Our Common Future: Environmental Law and Policy Workshop, Papers and

Proceedings Faculty of Law. Hobart: University of Tasmania. 187 p.

Boer, Ben. (1991)
Some Legal and Ethical Issues. p.43-56. In Property Rights and Environment

Protection. Edited by Boer, Ben and James, David. Australia.

Bowman, Ian. (1994)

Conservation Plan for the Foundation for the Restoration and Preservation of

St Mary of the Angels. Wellington. 48 p.

Bowman, Ian. (1994)

Conservation Planning A Personal and Practical View (unpublished paper)

Cawley, Nancy. (1992)



216

Cawley, Nancy. (1992)

Protecting the Past in the Future. Terra Nova 41

Church, Alison. (1990)
Community Development A history of the Involvement of the Department of

Internal Affairs in Community Development. Wellington p 62

Comrie, Susan. (1988)

The Historic Places Trust 1980: What is the Future of Our Past? Planning
Quarterly 91:7-11

Craig, Ian. (1995)
Heritage Background Study. A study of approaches to urban heritage
protection taken by selected urban territorial authorities in the preparation of
proposed district plans under the Resource Management Act. Wellington:

Environmental Planning & Assessment (unpublished) 43 p.

Cronin, Karen.(1988)
A Note of the Concept of ‘Values’ and its Interpretation For Resource

Management. Wellington: Ministry for the Environment.

Cruickshank, Dan (1995)

Public Houses. In The Art Quarterly of the National Arts Collections Fund
Report (No 22 Summer 1995)



217

Daniels, Stephen. (1992)
Re-Evaluating  Constable's Landscapes in  Geographical = Magazine
Volume LXIV No.10, October, pp 10-14

Dawson, Graeme. and McConville, Chris. (eds.) (1991)
A Heritage Handbook. Australia: Allen and Unwin. xxp.

Derry, Anne. (et al.) (1985)
Guidelines for local surveys: a basis for preservation planning. Rev. by
Parker Patricia L. Washington, DC: National Register of Historic Places,
Interagency Resources Division, National Park Service, U.S. Department of the

Interior. 106 p.

Dobby, Alan. (1978)

Conservation and Planning. London: Hutchinson. 173 p.

Eagles, P.F. (1984)
The Planning and Management of Environmentally Sensitive Areas. New York:

Longman. xxp.

Edmond, Paul. (1984)
‘Co-operation in Nature: New Directions for Environmental Law’ Osgoode

Hall L J 323.

Falkner, Ann. (1977)

Without Our Past?: A Handbook for the Preservation of Canada's
Architectural Heritage. Ottawa: University of Toronto Press. 242 p.



218
Fisher, E. (1991)

Resource Management Act. Wellington: Brooker and Friend Litd.

Gibbs, Nici (1994)
Enabling Sustainable Communities A Strategic Policy Paper Ministry For The
Environment Manatu Mo Te Taiao June 1994 25 p.

Hall, Michael. and McArthur, Simon. (eds.) (1993)
Heritage Management in New Zealand and Australia. Visitor Management,

Interpretation, and Marketing. Auckland: Oxford University Press. 284 p.

Hall, Michael. and McArthur, Simon. (eds.) (1993)
Heritage Management An Introductory Framework. p.1-7. In Heritage
Management in New Zealand and Australia. Visitor Management,
Interpretation, and Marketing. Edited by Hall, Michael. and McArthur, Simon.
Auckland: Oxford University Press. 284 p.

Henriques, Paul. (ed.) (1991)
Sustainable Land Management: The Proceedings of the International
Conference on Sustainable Land Management. 17-23 November 1991. Napier,

Hawke's Bay, New Zealand.

Hewison, Grant. (1994)
The Legal Needs of NZ Environmental Groups - Survey Results in New
Zealand Environmental Law Reporter. October 1994: 59 - 60.

Historic Places Legislation Review (1989)

Issues for Public Comment. Wellington: Department of Conservation. xxp.



219

Historic Places Legislation Review (1989)
Report of the Working Group. Wellington: Department of Conservation. xxp.

Isar, Yudhishthir Raj. (ed.) (1986)

The Challenge to Our Cultural Heritage: Why preserve the past?
Washington, D.C.; London: Smithsonian Institution Press. {256} p.

Javison Edgar L. (1994)

Public Participation in New Zealand Regional Councils Master of
Philosophy in Resource and Environmental Planning Thesis. Massey

University, New Zealand 334 p.
Johnston Chris (1992)

‘What is Social Value?’. A Discussion Paper. Canberra: Australian Heritage

Commission Technical Publications Series Number 3. xxp.
Jokilehto, J. (1991)

Evaluation For Conservation. {from} The Draft Management Guidelines.
UNESCO:ICCROM 9 May

Kirby, Valerie, G. (1991)

Heritage or Millstone? A Review of the Relevance of Historic Landscapes
to Sustainable Management in New Zealand Today. p.326-321. Proceedings
of the International Conference Land Management. Edited by Henriques,

Paul. Napier. 328 p.



220

Livesey, Chris. (1988)
Special Values and Resources. In Resource Management Law Reform Working

Papers 1- 2. Wellington: Ministry for the Environment.

Local Government Heritage Guidelines. (1991)
{Melbourne}: Department of Planning and Housing, State Govt. of Victoria.
29 p.

Lowenthal, David. (1985)

The Past is a Foreign Country. Australia: Cambridge University Press. 489 p.

Lowenthal, David. and Binney, Marcus. (eds.) (1981)
Our Past Before Us: Why Do We Save It ? London: T. Smith. 253 p.

Mahoney, Paul (1993)
Guideline to Commissioning Conservation Reports - Draft Department of

Conservation

McGregor Robert. (1993)
Napier, The Art Deco City. p.209-217. In Heritage Management in
New Zealand and Australia. Visitor Management, Interpretation, and Marketing.
Edited by Hall, Michael. and McArthur, Simon. Auckland: Oxford University
Press. 284 p.



221

McPherson, Jill. (1988)

Local Authorities and the Treaty of Waitangi. A Briefing Report prepared for
the Department of Planning and Community Development. Auckland:

Auckland City Council.

Milne, Christopher, D. A. (ed.) (1992)
Handbook of Environmental Law. Wellington: Royal Forest and Bird Protection

Society of New Zealand. 336 p.

Mounsey Smith, Caron. (1992)

Heritage Preservation at a Territorial Authority Level. Wellington:

New Zealand Historic Places Trust. 15 October.

Nasar, Jack. L. (ed) (1988)
Environmental Aesthetics: Theory, Research and Applications. New York:

Cambridge University Press. 529 p.

New Zealand Gazette 1992/352 10 December 1992

New Zealand Tourism Board (1995)

Survey of International Visitors to Museums in New Zealand. Wellington.

O'Keefe, P.J. and Prott L.V. (1984)
Law and the Cultural Heritage. Oxon: Professional Books Ltd. 12 leaves



222

Page, Jennifer, A. (1995)
Can we put a value on the heritage? in Conservation Bulletin March 1995:

14-15. Issue 25 . 24 p.

Page, Jennifer, A. (1994)
Opportunity & Challenge. in Conservation Bulletin Nov. 1994: 1-2. 24p.

Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment. (1996)
Historic and cultural heritage management in New Zealand. Wellington:

Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment.

Patten, John. (ed.) (1983)
The Expanding City: essays in honour of Professor Jean Gottmann. London;

New York: Academic Press. 417 p.

Pearcey, O.H.J. (1994)

Lottery funding means help for the heritage. in Conservation Bulletin

Nov. 1994: 14. 24 p.

Penny, Evan (1994)
‘Public Participation - The Reality’. in New Zealand Environmental Law
Reporter March 1994: 17 - 18

Reeves, Simon. (1991)

Heritage Orders and the RMA. in Planning Quarterly Dec. 1991: 12-14.



223

Rickard, John. and Spearitt, Peter. (eds.) (1991)
Packaging the Past?- Public Histories. Melbourne: Australian Historical

Studies, Melbourne University Press. 263 p.

Riegel, Alois. (1982)
The Modern Cult of Monuments: Its Character and Its Origin (translated by

Kurt W. Forster and Diane Ghirardo). in Oppositions : 21-51.

Rolston, Holmes, I11. (1988)
Environmental Ethics - Duties to and Values in the Natural World. Philadelphia:

Temple University Press. 391 p.

Salmon, J.T. (1960)
Heritage Destroyed: The Crisis in Scenery Preservation in New Zealand.

Wellington, N.Z.: Reed. 100 p.

Sax, Joseph L., House, James H., and Hurd, Hiram H. (1989)
The Law of a Liveable Planet. In International Conference on Environmental

Law Sydney, Australia 15 June 1989.

Spellerberg, Ian. (1992)
Evaluation and Assessment for Conservation - Ecological Guidelines for
Determining Priorities for Nature Conservation. London: Chapman and Hall.

260 p.

State Services Commission (1988)
Sharing Control A Policy Study of Responsiveness in the Statutory Social
Services p 42.



224

Suggate, Diana. (1995)
An Overview of the Voluntary Sector (Unpublished) Department of Internal
Affairs, Wellington. 125 p.

Talbot, Michael. (1986)
Reviving Buildings and Communities: A Manual of Renewal. Newton Abbot,

Devon; North Pomfret, Vt.: David & Charles. 207 p.

The Press. 25 June 1992

Thomson, Ivan. (1995)
Memories Saved. in Historic Places Number 52, March 1995: 6 -9

Vossler, G. (1992)
The Historic Places Bill/Resource Management Act Interrelationship - Heritage

Protection Implications 11 June 1992

Vossler, Greg. (1989)
Conservation - A Local Authority Reality? Planning Quarterly 89:16-18

Wellington City Council (1996)

Proposed District Plan Report of the Heritage Hearings Committee, Reports
of Decisions on Chapters 20 and 21: Heritage (HH10-98). Wellington:
Wellington City Council.

Wilson John (1995)
Convent Saved. in Historic Places March 1995:33-34. 48 p.



225

NEW ZEALAND STATUTES

Historic Places Act 1980

Historic Places Act 1993

Resource Management Act 1991

Resource Management Amendment Act 1993
Town and Country Planning Act 1977

INTERVIEWS

Caron Mounsey-Smith, New Zealand Historic Places Trust 12-11-1992
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Abbreviations

CA Conservation Architect

CG Community Groups
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SECT Save Erskine College Trust
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