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1. Hearing topic overview

1.1. Topic description

Topic 032 addresses the regional coastal plan/district plan provisions of the Proposed
Auckland Unitary Plan relating to:

Topic PAUP reference IHP reference
032 Historic heritage Appendix 9.1 Schedule of Schedule 14.1 Schedule of
schedules Historic Heritage Places and | Historic Heritage

introductory text

Appendix 9.2 Historic Schedule 14.2 Historic
Heritage area statements of | Heritage Areas- Maps and
significance statements of significance
Appendix 9.3 Historic Schedule 14.3 Historic
Heritage Place maps Heritage Place maps

Under the Local Government (Auckland Transitional Provisions) Act 2010, section 144 (8)
(c) requires the Panel to set out:

the reasons for accepting or rejecting submissions and, for this purpose, may address
the submissions by grouping them according to—

0] the provisions of the proposed plan to which they relate; or
(i) the matters to which they relate.

This report covers all of the submissions in the Submission Points Pathways report (SPP) for
this topic. The Panel has grouped all of the submissions in terms of (c¢) (i) and (ii) and, while
individual submissions and points may not be expressly referred to, all points have
nevertheless been taken into account when making the Panel’'s recommendations.

1.2. Summary of the Panel’s recommended changes to the
Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan

I Changes to the introductory text in Appendix 9.1 Schedule of Historic Heritage
Places to improve their usability (now Schedule 14.1).

ii. Combining Appendix 9.2 Historic Heritage area statements of significance and
Appendix 9.3 Historic Heritage Place maps so that users can find all the
relevant information in one place (now Schedule 14.2).

iii. Additions, deletions and amendments to individually scheduled historic heritage
places, including the historic heritage areas. These amendments are set out in
the Appendix 9.1 and 9.2 as amended and shown on the planning maps on the
GIS viewer as amended extents of place where applicable. The Council’s
closing comments version of the schedules was used as the base for these
additions, deletions and amendments.
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V. A number of additions and alterations to the schedule resulted from the
evidence of Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga and many of these align
the Heritage New Zealand list with the schedules.

1.3. Overview

The notified Schedule of Historic Heritage Places contained more than 2000 individual items
and 19 historic heritage areas that were accompanied by statements of significance and
maps (Appendices 9.1, 9.2 and 9.3).

There were a large number of submissions on the schedule however by the time of the
hearing there were less than 60 places on the schedule that were in contention. In opening
legal submissions, legal counsel for the Council remarked “there is generally a high level of
support for the Schedule as proposed to be amended by the Council” (paragraph 1.7).

This high level of agreement was due in part to the resolution of many matters as a result of
mediation, direct discussions and informal discussions that took place prior to the hearing.
During the hearing, other matters were resolved and agreements reached between the
Council and submitters or between submitters, for example following consultation, Heritage
New Zealand withdrew its submission point seeking Category A status for the Auckland
Baptist Tabernacle (FS1619).

There was also a substantial level of agreement with the criteria for identifying historic
heritage places of outstanding or considerable significance, the methodology for scheduling
these places and the Plan provisions (see the Panel’s Report to Auckland Council on
Hearing topic 010 and Topic 031).

Given this high level of agreement, this report addresses the matters that remained in
contention at the conclusion of the hearing.

In making recommendations on site specific matters the Panel has relied on the Council’s
updated schedules and maps in accordance with its position at the time of its closing
statement.

This information has been used as the basis for making recommendations by the Panel in
terms of the principles set out below.

i. Where there is agreement between the Council and a submitter the Panel has
accepted the Council's recommendation without change on the basis that it
reflects the agreement reached.

ii. Where matters are disputed; if the Council has provided expert evidence, but
a submitter or further submitter has not done so, then the Panel accepts the
recommendation of the Council’s witnesses, except where:

a. the Panel has questioned Council’'s experts and is not satisfied that the
evidence supports the approach proposed; or

b. written evidence provided in support of a submission includes substantive
expert evidence to the extent that enables an alternative assessment to be
undertaken, and the Panel prefers the submitter’s evidence to the
Councils.

iii. Where matters are disputed at hearing the Panel has made a
recommendation based on the merits of the evidence (including any mediation

IHP Report to AC Topic 032 Historic heritage schedules 2016-07-22 4



or other pre-hearing process), and the consideration of the matters addressed
at the hearing.

iv. Where additions to a schedule are proposed and the Council did not provide
evidence in support of an addition, the Panel has been satisfied;

a. thatthe landowner was advised of the proposal and has had an opportunity
to express their opinion, and

b. the expert evidence provided enabled the Panel to conclude that it met the
relevant criteria for inclusion.

V. Where additions to a schedule have been proposed and the Panel considers
that they have merit to be considered for inclusion, but the matters in (a) and
(b) above have not been able to be met, then the Panel has recommended that
these be considered for inclusion through a future plan change process.

Procedural Minute 6 sets out the Panel’s directions with respect to submissions that seek
specific changes to modify, add or delete site specific provisions. The approach set out in
this report underpins these principles and their application to submissions.

As stated above, any submitter seeking additions to the Schedule must satisfy the Panel that
the requirements of this direction have been satisfied. Heritage New Zealand (371, FS3345),
a statutory body with responsibilities for historic heritage protection, sought a number of
additions to the Schedule. Most of these additions were items already included in the
Heritage New Zealand List. Their inclusion in the Schedule was requested to ensure
alignment of the two registers and to trigger consideration of Heritage New Zealand as an
affected party if an application for resource consent was made involving a place on the
Schedule that is also on the Heritage New Zealand List. The Panel is satisfied that Heritage
New Zealand has met the requirements of Procedural Minute 6 (legal submissions for
Heritage New Zealand, paragraphs 10-15) and accordingly, recommends that all of the
additional places requested are included in the Schedule (see evidence in chief, Robin
Byron). The inclusion of the Farmer’s tearooms was the only addition sought that was
contested at the hearing. For the reasons set out in the section 2.1.11 below, the Panel
considers that the tearooms should be added to the Schedule on the merits.

A number of submitters sought additions to the schedules but had not complied with
Procedural Minute 6: Remuera Heritage (5347, FS2235), Parnell Heritage (3770, FS2910),
Devonport Heritage (3263), Civic Trust Auckland (6444) and Alan Bray (7222). With the
exception of Auckland Civic Trust, none of these submitters presented expert evidence
evaluating the extent to which their nominated sites satisfied the criteria for scheduling.
Accordingly, the Panel does not support the addition of any of these places to the schedule
because the landowners were not made aware of the requests and there was insufficient
evidence supporting the recommendations. The Panel anticipates that the Council will
consider these nominations when planning its future workload. In particular, Parnell Heritage
made a good case that the industrial buildings in The Strand and vicinity have historic
heritage merits and should be evaluated as a matter of priority.

Under the Housing Accords and Special Housing Areas Act 2013, Wesley now has operative
zoning. As part of that approval, the W H Smith Memorial Chapel, 801 Paerata Road,
Pukekohe was identified as an historic heritage place. Accordingly, it has been added to the
schedule as a Category B place [ID02733].
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1.4. Scope

The Panel considers that the majority of the recommendations in 1.2 above and the changes
made to the provisions relating to this topic (see 1.1 above) are within scope of submissions.

Matters considered by the Panel to be beyond the scope of submissions are:

I. 23 and 27 Tui Brae, Beachlands — out of scope deletion (see section 6.9
below);

ii. Fisher and Paykel Home, 42 St Stephen’s Avenue - reduction in extent of place
(legal submissions, Council, paragraph 10.4).

iii. Smith and Caughey Limited, Queen/Elliott Streets, City Centre — correction to
extent of place (see section 6.1 below).

For an explanation of the Panel's approach to scope see the Panel's Report to Auckland
Council — Overview of recommendations July 2016.

1.5. Documents relied on

Documents relied on by the Panel in making its recommendations are listed below in Section
8 Reference documents.
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2. Heritage New Zealand submission

2.1. Statement of issue and Panel recommendation and
reasons

2.1.1. St Jude’s Church and Hall, Avondale

The issue is whether the Hall co-located with the St Jude’s Church, Avondale [ID01860]
should be included within the extent of place as proposed by Heritage New Zealand (371-
343)

The General Trust Board of the Anglican Diocese of Auckland opposes further restrictions
being imposed on their property without consultation and contend there is not enough
information relating to these two sites to make changes to the schedule (summary
statement, Ms Clare Covington paragraphs 14 - 17). For Heritage New Zealand, Mr Duncan
McKenzie said that he had written to the General Trust Board telling them that there had
been a submission lodged and inviting them to participate in the further submission process
if they supported or opposed the original submission (evidence in rebuttal, paragraphs 3.1 —
3.5). Mediation was also available during the process. The Panel accepts that Heritage New
Zealand complied with the directive in Procedural Minute 6 and that the General Trust Board
was informed as required. It was open to the General Trust Board as to how it wished to
respond, if at all.

Neither the Council nor the General Trust Board provided expert heritage or planning
evidence on this issue.

The Panel agrees with Ms Robin Byron, heritage architect for Heritage New Zealand, that
the Hall is an important inclusion within the extent of place for St Jude’s Church for the
reasons set out at paragraphs 3.40 — 3.44 of her evidence in chief. Accordingly, the extent of
place is amended to correspond with the area identified in the Heritage New Zealand List.

2.1.2. St Augustine’s Church and Hall, Devonport

The issue is whether the interior of the Hall co-located with St Augustine’s Church,
Devonport [ID01166] should be protected in the schedule as proposed by Heritage New
Zealand (371-312).

The General Trust Board of the Anglican Diocese of Auckland opposes further restrictions
being imposed on their property without consultation and contend there is not enough
information relating to these two sites to make changes to the schedule (summary
statement, Ms Clare Covington paragraphs 14-17).

Neither the Council nor the General Trust Board of the Anglican Diocese of Auckland
provided expert heritage or planning evidence on this issue.

The Panel agrees with Ms Robin Byron, heritage architect for Heritage New Zealand, that
the interior of the Hall has intact original features. The building is associated with Edward
Bartley, a notable architect. For the reasons set out at paragraphs 3.45 — 3.49 of her
evidence in chief, the Panel supports the protection of the Hall's interior. Accordingly, the list
of exclusions as notified is amended by deleting reference to the interiors of the Hall.
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2.1.3. St Brides Church, Mauku

Heritage New Zealand (371-144) seeks to upgrade St Brides Church [ID01504] from
Category B to Category A and protection of the interiors.

Having considered the evidence in chief of Ms Byron, the Panel confirms the change from
Category B to A status and deletes reference to the interiors from the exclusions. In other
words, the interiors are to be protected because of their exceptional significance as
described in the conservation plan prepared by David Pearson, heritage architect, 2013.

2.1.4. St Mary’s (Convent) Chapel, 9-17 New Street, St Mary’s Bay

Heritage New Zealand sought protection of the interiors of this chapel.
The McAuley Trust opposed this request but did not present any evidence on the matter.

The Panel agrees that the interior of this chapel should be protected (by removing interiors
from the exclusions column) for the reasons set out in the evidence in chief of Robin Byron
(paragraphs 3.167-3.174). For the avoidance of doubt, the Panel confirms that this
protection applies to the architectural elements of the interior such as roof trusses and not to
the historic artefacts, furniture or stalls. The church must be able to conduct services
according to its own precepts and customs therefore these items are exclusions.

2.1.5. Remuera Railway Station
The issue is whether the station and signal box [ID01684] should be Category B as notified
or Category A as proposed by Heritage New Zealand (371-244).

Kiwirail opposed this request.

Neither Kiwirail nor the Council provided expert planning or heritage evidence on this
request.

The Panel agrees with the reasons for Category A status set out in the evidence of Ms Robin
Byron, heritage architect for Heritage New Zealand (evidence in chief, paragraphs 3.50 —
3.53). In particular, the Panel agrees with the statement in paragraph 3.53:

Given its integrity, it's now rarity, having an integral and original relationship with its
signal box, and being the best of Auckland's historic suburban stations, it warrants
elevation from a B to A in its heritage categorisation.

Accordingly, the Panel supports the scheduling of the ‘Remuera Railway Station and Signal
Box’ as Category A and adopts the extent of place and description proposed by Heritage
New Zealand.

2.1.6. Civic Administration Building, 1 Greys Avenue

Heritage New Zealand continues to seek the addition of the Civic Administration Building to
the schedule as a Category A item (371-179).

The Council disagrees and seeks Category B status.

There was agreement between the heritage experts, Megan Walker for the Council and
Robin Byron for Heritage New Zealand, that this place merits a Category A scheduling. Two
other heritage assessments confirmed this status (Salmond Reed Architects 2012; Archifact
2014).
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The planning witnesses disagree as to the appropriate category. Their disagreement
concerns (amongst other things) the thresholds for demolition and how these may affect re -
cladding of the building and other remediation works. This matter was partly resolved in
subsequent discussions. The Panel notes that amendments to the Historic Heritage
provisions have resulted in ‘demolition’ being calculated on ‘volume or footprint whichever is
the greater’. Compared to the notified provisions, this is more enabling of remediation works
notwithstanding retention of prohibited activity status for demolition of the primary features of
a Category A place in excess of 70% by volume or footprint whichever is the greater.
Accurate description of the primary features assists interpretation of the demalition rules.

The Panel agrees that the Civic Administration Building merits inclusion in the schedule as a
Category A place due to its outstanding historic heritage significance. Category A status is
an appropriate level of scheduling because this building is one of the country’s 20 most
important modern buildings (evidence in chief, Robin Byron, paragraph 1.4, page 32). The
Panel considers that this is an appropriate way to protect a place of this merit. Further, the
Panel considers that the activity status for demolition and modifications is reasonably
enabling and agrees with Duncan McKenzie for Heritage New Zealand that if total demolition
is the path then that deserves to be thoroughly tested (evidence in chief, paragraph 6.20).
For these reasons, the Civic Administration Building is added to the schedule as a Category
A place as sought by Heritage New Zealand. The connecting bridge to the Aotea Centre is
provided for in the exclusions.

2.1.7. McDonald’s, Queen Street, City Centre

Heritage New Zealand seeks to amend the schedule ID 02039 'Auckland Savings
Bank Building - Head Office (former)', 256-260 Queen Street, [Auckland Central], from
Category B to Category A.

McDonald’'s Restaurants (NZ) Limited (FS2925) contends that the building should remain as
a Category B place.

Auckland Council did not call evidence on this matter.

Ms Byron for Heritage New Zealand and Mr David Pearson for McDonalds (NZ) Ltd do not
differ markedly in their descriptions of the historic heritage values of this building. However,
there is disagreement as to whether the building has outstanding significance (Category A)
or considerable significance (Category B).

Adaptive use of this building has occurred since the restaurant was established in 1977 and
Ms Byron acknowledges the responsible way in which McDonald’s sought to maintain the
values associated with the place through a recent upgrade (evidence in rebuttal, paragraph
3.18). The Panel notes that satisfactory historic heritage outcomes have been achieved
while the building was scheduled as a Category B place.

The Panel prefers the evidence of Mr David Pearson, heritage architect for McDonald’s, who
has recently completed a heritage assessment of the building. Mr Pearson concluded
(evidence in chief, paragraphs 3.7 and 3.8):

In summary, the Queen Street fagcade, the former banking chamber, the spiral stairs
and the boardroom were considered in our heritage assessment to have high
heritage values. The remaining internal spaces and the Lorne Street elevation were
assessed as having moderate heritage values or some significance.
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With the amount of change that has occurred internally, | consider that a Category B
rating is appropriate. | believe that the building is of “considerable” rather than
“exceptional” overall significance to the Auckland area or greater geographic area.
There is nothing in our heritage assessment that leads me to conclude that an
upgrade to a Category A rating is warranted. | therefore consider that Category B
status is appropriate for the building.

The planning evaluation of Mr Norwell, a planning witness for McDonald’s, concluded that
(evidence in chief, paragraph 4.13):

The scheduling of the McDonald's building as a Category B place, coupled with the
PAUP rules relating to Category B places, in my opinion, strikes an appropriate
balance of development and use, with protection of historic heritage.

In light of the outcomes achieved to date, the Panel agrees with the evidence of Mr Norwell
and Mr Pearson and therefore supports retention of this building as a Category B place.

2.1.8. Onehunga Wharf

Heritage New Zealand seeks to add ‘Onehunga Wharf', 55 Onehunga Harbour Road,
Onehunga, to the schedule as Category B (371-168).

Ports of Auckland Limited (5137, FS2139) opposed this request because of its implications
for the current use and potential future development of this wharf.

Based on the heritage evidence of Megan Walker for the Council (evidence in chief,
paragraphs 7.3-7.6) and Ms Byron, heritage architect for Heritage New Zealand (evidence in
chief, paragraph 3.78-3.83) the Panel considers that the Onehunga Wharf meets the
threshold for considerable significance (historical, social and context) and therefore
scheduling as a Category B place. In coming to this view, the Panel placed greater weight on
its long and continuous use as a working wharf than did Mr Wild, heritage architect for Ports
of Auckland Limited. The Panel also placed greater weight on the relationship of the wharf to
the development of Onehunga, a significant alternative settlement to Auckland in the
nineteenth century.

The Panel supports the exclusions as agreed between Mr Alistair Kirk for Ports of Auckland
Limited (evidence in chief, paragraph 3.10) and Heritage New Zealand. These enable the
wharf to continue operating which is a desirable outcome for both the company and historic
heritage protection.

Auckland Council expressed its concern that scheduling the wharves will impact on the
activities that would otherwise be permitted such as the provision of public amenities and on
meeting health and safety requirements (closing remarks, paragraph 9.97).

The Panel considers that Category B status is enabling of adaptive use and therefore does
not agree with the Council’s concerns. In the future, if the wharf is developed for another
purpose then it is open to the Council to propose a plan change to that end.

For these reasons, Onehunga Wharf is added to the schedule of historic heritage places as
a Category B place, subject to the agreed exclusions.

2.1.9. Queen’s Wharf and Rainbow Warrior site

These two matters are addressed here for convenience.
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Heritage New Zealand seeks to add 'Queens Wharf' [Register number 9500 on the Heritage
New Zealand List] to the schedule as a Category A place (including interiors of buildings).

Ports of Auckland Limited (5137, FS2139) opposed this request because it is a critical part of
the working Port and because scheduling involves compliance with the historic heritage
provisions of the coastal section of the Plan.

Based on the evidence of Megan Walker for the Council and Adam Wild for Ports of
Auckland Limited, the Panel considers that Queen’s Wharf satisfies the criteria for inclusion
as a Category B place. In coming to this conclusion, the Panel took into account the
evidence of Robin Byron and Mr Duncan McKenzie for Heritage New Zealand concerning
the ongoing use of the wharf for its primary function. Mr McKenzie's disagreed with Ms
Rachel Dimery, planning witness for Auckland Council, who considered that scheduling the
wharf may result in a significant loss of opportunity for redevelopment. In his opinion, ‘it is a
well-used public open space, and its retention would not appear to conflict with transport or
growth objectives.’ To the extent that the coastal environment has a natural character,
retention of the wharf would not detract from that. In the Panel’s view, Queen’s Wharf is
already operating as a functional part of the Port and as a public open space while historic
heritage is successfully being managed.

For these reasons, the Panel supports inclusion of Queen’s Wharf as a Category B place
because it meets the threshold for considerable significance (historical, social, knowledge,
technology, physical attributes and context). The Panel supports the exclusions as agreed
between Mr Alistair Kirk for Ports of Auckland Limited (evidence in chief, paragraph 2.7) and
Heritage New Zealand. For clarity, the interiors of buildings are not exclusions.

Ports of Auckland Limited sought deletion of the Rainbow Warrior bombing site [ID02112]
from the schedule.

The Panel agrees with Adam Wild’s heritage assessment that the place has no particular
value given the changes that have taken place to the seabed and Marsden Wharf and
accordingly it is removed from the schedule (evidence in chief, paragraphs 4.1 — 4.11).

2.1.10. Greenlane Hospital — Costley Block and Building 5

Heritage New Zealand (371-245, 371-321, 371-340) modified its position prior to the hearing
having reached agreement with the Auckland District Health Board as to the extents of
scheduling on the site, and retention of Building 5 as a category B place (evidence in chief,
Robin Byron, paragraph 3.2). These matters were also agreed by the Council.

Heritage New Zealand continued to seek elevation of the Costley Block [ID01687] from B to
A and that the interiors should be included in both the Costley Block and Building 5
scheduling only to include the entry and associated staircases. In Ms Byron’s opinion, both
buildings are eminently suited for adaptive re-use because of the open space wards
affording greater flexibility (paragraph 3.10).

The Auckland District Health Board disputed the Category A listing for the Costley Block and
inclusion of the interiors of both buildings.

The Council did not provide expert planning or heritage evidence on this matter.

David Pearson, heritage architect, carried out a heritage assessment of the Costley Block for
the landowner (evidence in chief, Attachment B, page 61). His statement of significance
shows that the building demonstrates elements of all relevant assessment criteria except
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Knowledge. However he has not identified whether these criteria are satisfied to a
considerable or outstanding degree. Mr Pearson says (paragraph 6.7):

With respect to the Costley Block, the Auckland District Health Board recognises that
the building has significant heritage value and is committed to its long-term retention.
Although the exterior is relatively original, the interior was always relatively plan (sic)
and has been modified. A Category B rating for the Costley Block is considered
appropriate.

While this statement acknowledges the ‘significant heritage value’ of the building, his overall
conclusion is that the building is Category B. In reaching this conclusion, Mr Pearson
appears to have taken into account the scope for adaptive re-use given the activity status for
works on historic heritage places. Craig McGarr, planning witness for the Auckland District
Health Board supports Category B because it enables adaptive re-use (evidence in chief,
paragraph 6.5).

The Panel agrees with Ms Byron that the Costley Block should be a Category A place in the
schedule because of its outstanding significance summarised as follows (evidence in chief,
paragraph 3.7):

The foundational nature of the Costley Block, Home for the Aged Poor, on the site of
what was to evolve into the future Greenlane Hospital, located in a restorative
environment of open space and fresh air and away from the temptations of city life, and
the important direct connection with Edward Costley, make it of outstandingly (sic)
significance which in the view of HNZPT merits its elevation from its current category B
listing to a category A.

With respect to the entries and staircases of both buildings, the Panel does not consider
these should be protected in the schedule. In the Panel’s view, which is based on

Mr Pearson’s assessment, the interior entry and staircase of the Costley Building is not of
‘outstanding’ significance. Similarly, the entry and staircase of Building 5 is not of
‘considerable’ significance.

Accordingly, the Panel has changed the Costley Building to Category A, which aligns with its
classification on the Heritage New Zealand List, excluding all interiors. Building 5 is
confirmed as Category B with exclusions provided for the interiors, recent additions, lift tower
and vegetation.

2.1.11. Farmer’s Building and tea rooms (Heritage Building)

The issue is whether to add the 'Farmers Building (former)', 35 Hobson Street and 72-80
Wyndham Street and Gorst Lane, Central City, to the schedule as Category B (excluding
interior except the upper floor tearooms) as sought by Heritage New Zealand (371-171).

Totem Nol Ltd (FS3841) did not oppose the addition of the Farmer’s Building as a Category
B place (legal submissions, paragraph 1.5) but did oppose the scheduling of the tea rooms
(the only interior element sought to be protected).

The Council did not provide expert planning or heritage evidence on this matter.

For Heritage New Zealand, Ms Byron identified the tea rooms as a place of outstanding
significance which warrants protection by inclusion on the schedule. In response to
guestions from the Panel on adaptive use, Duncan McKenzie, planning witness for Heritage

IHP Report to AC Topic 032 Historic heritage schedules 2016-07-22 12



New Zealand, said that offices are a compatible use of this space whereas apartments are
less so because fire separation is required (oral evidence). Ms Byron said that as long as the
changes are reversible, then adaptive use of the former tea rooms is acceptable. A ballroom
is an example of one such compatible use.

For Totem No 1 Ltd, David Pearson, heritage architect, said that ‘there is presently
insufficient information to determine whether the Ballroom is of sufficient heritage value to
warrant being scheduled’ (evidence in rebuttal, paragraph 5.2). It appeared to the Panel that
Ms Byron was relying on photographic evidence in coming to the conclusion that the ‘room is
relatively intact’ (evidence in chief, paragraph 3.124). Mr Pearson had carried out a visual
inspection but did not have documentary evidence enabling an assessment of the extent to
which the tea rooms are intact. Therefore the extent to which the building fabric has been
replaced or restored during earlier renovations remains unclear.

Notwithstanding this uncertainty, the Panel considers that the ‘tea rooms’ meet the criteria
for scheduling as a Category B place for its physical attributes because it was designed by
Roy Lippincott, a notable architect (Byron, paragraph 3.123). It also has social significance
(Byron, paragraph 3.119) to a wider geographic area, historical value (Byron, paragraph
3.125) and aesthetic value (Byron, paragraph 3.123).

Mr Hamish Firth, planning witness for Totem No 1 Ltd, addressed the competing objectives
of enabling development with the City Centre and protecting historic heritage places. He said
(evidence in rebuttal, paragraph 8.4):

Given the very moderate level (if any) of heritage values that the Ballroom potentially
retains, and the significant implications for Totem if the Ballroom is scheduled, |
consider that HNZ's relief would impose disproportionate private costs to achieve
limited, if any, public benefit. | further consider that the scheduling sought by HNZ would
inappropriately, and unduly, restrict Totem’s opportunities and flexibility in re-developing
the Ballroom.

The Panel has considered the private costs of scheduling and concluded that the wide range
of uses permitted in the City Centre zone, the availability of adaptive uses such as offices
and the Restricted Discretionary activity status of modifications to a scheduled place do not
impose unreasonable restrictions on the landowner.

For these reasons, the Panel supports protection of the ‘tea rooms’ in the schedule as part of
the overall Category B status of the Farmer’s Building (former). Accordingly, the ‘tea rooms’
are identified as an exception to the general exclusion of interiors.

2.1.12. Espano Flats, 20 Poynton Terrace, City Centre

Heritage New Zealand sought the addition to the schedule of the Espano Flats as a
Category B place (371-377). Tom Rodwell and Colleen Davis (FS2587) supported this
request. They confirmed that Heritage New Zealand had written to every apartment owner
and that the matter was raised at an annual general meeting of the Body Corporate. Salmon
Reed Architects are leading the implementation of the long- term maintenance plan.

The Panel is satisfied that the requirements of Procedural Minute 6 have been met. On the
basis of Ms Byron’s opinion (evidence in chief, paragraphs 3.153 — 3.156) which is
supported by Mr Rodwe and Ms Davis, the Panel agrees to include the Espano Flats as a
Category B place (A, F, G, H). The interiors are identified in the column for exclusions.
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2.1.13. Onehunga Mall Historic Heritage Area

Heritage New Zealand supported retention of the Onehunga Mall Historic Heritage area
whereas Auckland Council proposed its removal from the schedule.

As explained by Duncan McKenzie for Heritage New Zealand (evidence in chief, section 9),
Heritage New Zealand did not directly submit in support of this provision and therefore his
evidence may be out of scope. The Panel confirms this.

In reliance on the evidence in chief of Richard Bollard for the Council, the Panel has
removed the Onehunga Mall Historic Heritage area from the schedule.

2.1.14. Symonds Street cemetery

The Panel recommends including the Jewish cemetery in the new Karangahape Road
Historic Heritage area (see 6.17 below for a full discussion).

2.1.15. Matters of agreement

By the time of the hearing, a number of outstanding matters had been resolved between
Heritage New Zealand and various submitters. The Panel accepts these agreements and
records them here for completeness.

i. Levy Building, 20 Customs Street East; added to the Schedule as Category B.

Refer planning evidence in chief for Vijay Lala for Britomart Group Company,
paragraph 19 (FS 2908).

ii. Tiritiri Matangi Lighthouse, Coppermine Engine House, Kawau Smelting House,
North Head, and Fort Takapuna.; all changed from Category B to A by
agreement with Department of Conservation.

iii. Auckland Baptist Tabernacle (FS1619). Heritage New Zealand withdrew its
submission so the place remains Category B.

iv. Bean Rock Lighthouse; changed from Category B to A by agreement with Ports
of Auckland Ltd.

V. Chelsea Sugar Refinery. Heritage New Zealand has withdrawn its submission
points requesting the interiors of buildings be included in the scheduling, except
in relation to the Cistern House. It has also withdrawn its submission point
seeking to match the existing extent of place to the Heritage New Zealand list.
The parties agreed that the New Zealand Sugar Company Limited will retain
two cistern tanks; the two cistern tanks will not be retained in situ; and that
these may be relocated within the refinery (legal submissions, NZ Sugar,
paragraphs 10 — 12).

Vi. St Benedict’'s Church, Newton — change from Category B to A by agreement
with Roman Catholic Diocese (evidence in chief, Robin Byron, paragraph 3.92).

Vii. St John the Baptist, Parnell — change from Category B to A, protect interiors
and defined extent of place — all by agreement with Roman Catholic Diocese
(evidence in chief, Robin Byron, paragraph 3.103).
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3. Housing New Zealand submission

3.1. Statement of issue and Panel recommendation and
reasons

3.1.1. 9A-9F Kerr Street, Devonport

This complex of 3 state house duplexes is Category B [ID01206]. Housing New Zealand
accepted that the buildings should be scheduled (evidence in chief, Amelia Linzey,
paragraph 80). However, at the hearing there was some uncertainty as to Housing New
Zealand'’s preferred extent of place.

For the Council, Ms Freeman reviewed and endorsed the heritage inventory prepared by the
former North Shore City Council (evidence in chief, paragraph 6.4). Mr Pearson, heritage
architect for Housing New Zealand did not carry out an evaluation but agreed that the
complex may satisfy the criteria as Category B. The Panel therefore accepts that this
complex is Category B based on the evidence of Ms Freeman and the extent of place is
retained as notified. The three duplexes are to be identified as the primary feature.

3.1.2. Wesley School memaorial, 54 McCullough Avenue

The Corporation made a primary submission (839-9595) seeking to remove a site at 52, 56
and 58 McCullough Ave from the Historic Heritage Schedule. The scheduled site relates to
the memorial to Wesley school [ID01206] which sits in the road reserve adjacent to the
Corporation’s property. The notified extent of place of the site blocks the vehicle access way
of the three of the Corporation’s sites (52, 56, 58 McCullough Avenue; see evidence in chief,
Amelia Linzey, paragraph 85).

The Panel confirms that the memorial warrants scheduling and has retained the notified
extent of place. The driveways, and their repair and maintenance, are added as exclusions.

3.1.3. 2/48 Nikau Road

The Corporation sought removal of 2/48 Nikau Road from the Nikau Road and Awa Street
historic heritage area [ID02565] on the grounds that this is a contemporary dwelling with no
heritage value, and is identified as a non-contributing site within the area (legal submissions,
paragraph 40). The rear property at 1/48 Nikau Road was removed from the historic heritage
area by agreement.

Ms Jane Mathews, heritage expert for the Council, said that the front house at 2/48 Nikau
Road, while not a railway workers' house, is located in between two railway workers' houses.
In her opinion, it is appropriate to consider any future redevelopment of this property in
relationship to the adjacent railway workers' houses (evidence in rebuttal, paragraph 4.2).
The Panel agrees with Ms Mathews, having considered all of the evidence and in particular,
the photographs. Accordingly, the dwelling at 2/48 Nikau Road remains within the historic
heritage area as a non-contributing building.

3.1.4. 38 Lippiatt Road

In the Lippiatt Road historic heritage area [ID02564], the Corporation sought removal of the
site at 38 Lippiatt Road because this building is not a Pegler Brothers bungalow and does
not contribute to the identified heritage values of the area (legal submissions, paragraph 42).
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This property was shown as a non-contributing building in the map relating to this historic
heritage area.

There was agreement between the heritage experts that this building is not a Pegler
Brothers bungalow but they differed as to whether it should be retained as a non-contributing
building. Mr Pearson’s assessment shows that it is from a different era and therefore does
not qualify for inclusion (evidence in chief, Attachment 14). Ms Linzey’s planning opinion is
that inclusion will limit the Corporation’s ability to develop its land to provide for the needs of
its tenants (evidence in chief, paragraph 4.9).

Ms Mathews said that the area as a whole contains a cohesive 1930s character with
bungalow type housing and that the historic heritage area reflects both historic heritage and
amenity values as a result of its historic development (evidence in rebuttal, paragraphs 5.1
and 5.2).

The Panel agrees with the Council that this area is cohesive and considers that because 38
Lippiatt Road is a front side, any new development has the potential to adversely affect its
historic heritage and amenity values. It is appropriate therefore to retain 38 Lippiatt Road
within the historic heritage area as a non-contributing building. It is a Controlled Activity to
demolish 30% or more of a non-contributing building and new buildings are Restricted
Discretionary