WANGANUI DISTRICT COUNCIL

DECISION OF HEARING COMMITTEE
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE NO. 15 TO THE WANGANUI
DISTRICT PLAN

IN THE MATTER OF:

THE LAND TO WHICH THE
PLAN CHANGE APPLIES:

THE REQUESTED PLAN
CHANGE:

NOTIFICATION &
SUBMISSIONS:

THE HEARING:

A Council initiated change to the Wanganui
District Plan made pursuant to Section 73(2) and
Part 1l of the First Schedule of the Resource
Management Act 1991 (the Act).

Refer Attachment 1

Proposed Plan Change 15 seeks to add buildings
to the existing District Plan Appendix A
Heritage Resources Inventory. This will protect
the buildings from demolition, relocation, or
significant alteration.

The Plan Change was publicly notified on 26

February 2009. Fifteen submissions were
received within the statutory timeframe, and
three submissions were received late. A
summary of submissions was publicly notified
and further submissions closed on 8 May 2009.
Two further submissions were received both
supporting and opposing original submissions.

Was held in the No. 2 Committee Room of the
Wanganui  District Council ~Administration
Building on Thursday 2 July 2009 at 9:00am.
The Committee undertook a site visit to the
buildings subject to submissions on Wednesday
1 July 20009.

The people who attended the hearing and
presented evidence are listed in Part 5 of this
decision.
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11

2.1

2.2

2.3

The Hearing Committee’s Delegated Authority

The Wanganui District Council (the Council) resolved to appoint a committee to
hear and decide changes to the Wanganui District Plan. The committee,
comprising Commissioners Sue Westwood and Nicki Higgie, and Councillor
Rangi Wills, is referred to hereafter as the Committee.

The Statutory Framework

Section 74 of the Act sets out the matters the committee has to consider in
evaluating the proposed Plan Change and submissions. Section 74 (1) requires
that the Plan Change must be in accordance with:

The Council’s functions under Section 31 of the Act;
The provisions of Part 2;

Direction given under Section 25A (2); and

The Council’s Section 32 duty.

Section 75 (1) of the Act states that a district plan must give effect to:

e Any national policy statement;
e The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement; and
e The regional policy statement for the Manawatu Wanganui Region

In addition, Section 74 (2) requires that the Committee shall have regard to any:

(@) Any
(i)
(i)

(b) Any
(i)

(i)
(iia)
(iii)

Proposed regional policy statement;
Proposed regional plan

Management plans and strategies prepared under other Acts
(such as the Council’s Long term Council Community Plan
prepared under the Local Government Act);

Repealed.

Relevant entry in the Historic Places Register;

Regulations related to ensuring sustainability, or the
conservation, management or sustainability of fisheries
resources(including regulations or bylaws relating to taiapure,
mahinga mataitai, or other non-commercial Maori customary
fishing),

To the extent that their content has a bearing on resource management
issues of the district; and

(c) The extent to which the district plan needs to be consistent with the plans or
proposed plans of adjacent territorial authorities.

2.4 The only matter identified by the Committee in terms of Section 74 (1) is the
Council’s Long Term Council Community Plan. We note that the Draft 10 year



2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

Plan for 2009-2019 allocates a total of $22,500 for Heritage Building
Preservation.

Section 31 of the Act describes the Council’s functions for the purposes of
giving effect to the Act, as:

(@) The establishment, implementation, and review of objectives, policies,
and methods to achieve integrated management of the effects of the
use, development, or protection of land and associated natural and
physical resources of the district;

(b) The control of any actual and potential effects of the use, development,
or protection of land, including for the purposes of —

M the avoidance or mitigation of natural hazards; and
(i) the prevention or mitigation of any adverse effects of the storage,
use, disposal, or transportation of hazardous substances; and

(ila) the prevention or mitigation of any adverse effect of the
development, subdivision, or use of contaminated land; and

(iii)  the maintenance of indigenous biological diversity;
(© Repealed

(d) The control of the emission of noise and the mitigation of the effects of
noise:

Section 32 (3) of the Act requires that, before a decision is made on the
Proposed Plan Change, the Committee must make an evaluation examining:

@) the extent to which each objective is the most appropriate way to
achieve the purpose of the Act; and
(b) whether, having regard to their efficiency and effectiveness, the

policies, rules, or other methods are the most appropriate for achieving
the objectives.

Section 32 (4) requires that this evaluation must take into account:

@ the benefits and costs of policies, rules, or other methods; and

(b) the risk of acting or not acting if there is uncertainty or insufficient
information about the subject matter of the policies, rules, or other
methods.

The Committee is required, by Section 32 (5) to prepare a report summarising
the evaluation and giving reasons for the evaluation. The Committee’s
evaluation and reasons are included in Section 11 of this decision.



3 The Proposed Plan Change

3.1 Plan Change 15 proposes to include an additional 57 identified buildings to the
Heritage Resources Inventory- Appendix A of the Wanganui District Plan. The
inclusion of the identified buildings will bring the number of buildings and
features in Appendix A of the District Plan to 308, and will mean that any
development that alters the external appearance of the buildings will require
resource consent.

4  The Submissions

4.1  Submission numbers are noted in brackets following the name of the
submitters below.

4.2 Submissions were received from:

G Lambert (S1)

B Brosnahan (S2)

B Oshorne (S3)

P Matsis (S4)

Wanganui Motors Ltd (S5)

L S R McLean (S6)

Jeffares Family Trust (S7)

A H Gillam (S8)

G D Marsh (S9)

R Osborne (S10)

C J Efstratiou (S11)

C Peri (S12)

New Zealand Historic Places Trust (S13)
Brenda Grundy (S14)

Wanganui Airport Control Tower Restoration Group (Inc.) (S15)
Lance Green (S16)

Daniel Cox (S17)

William Deerness (S18)

4.3 A number of submissions questioned the inclusion of individual building in
the Heritage Inventory. The following 11 submissions questioned the inclusion
of the identified buildings. The B number is the Heritage Study number for the
building submitted on.

G Lambert (S1) B37.25 Aerated Water Co, 190 St Hill Street

B Brosnahan (S2) B38.14 Government Life Insurance, Crn Victoria and
Guyton

B Osborne (S3) B26.20 King’s Chambers, 28 Maria Place

P Matsis (S4) B38.19 Black Cat, 164-8 Victoria Avenue

Wanganui Motors Ltd (S5) C5, 82 Ridgway Street

A H Gillam (S8) B25.10 McGruer’s, Crn Victoria and Guyton



4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

e G D Marsh (S9) B38.10, 66 Guyton Street

e (C JEfstratiou (S11) B16.9 Black’s, 73 Victoria Avenue; B16.4 Warnock’s
Drapery, 91-3 Victoria Avenue; B16.2 Hannah’s Shoes, 97 Victoria
Avenue; B26.14 Pfeffers, 113 Victoria Avenue

e S Green (S16) B26.7 Purdy’s, 135 Victoria Avenue

e D Cox (S17L) B26.7 Purdy’s, 135 Victoria Avenue

e W Deerness (S18L) B16.8 Tingey’s, 77 Victoria Avenue

The submitters objections can be grouped into two main areas; cost of
retention and lack of merit.

Costs

These submitters believe that the retention of their buildings will incur
additional costs in order to maintain the buildings in keeping with their
approximate original appearance. They further stated that losing the option to
demolish, for replacement with buildings both more economical and more
suited to present requirements, will have a significant impact on their financial
returns. They stated that in some cases this is compounded by the structural
condition of buildings.

Submitters noted that it is possible that ‘demolition by neglect’ may result if
costs are not addressed.

Merit

Some submitters believe that buildings lack sufficient merit for protection.
Some concede that the fagade may be significant, but that the interior is not,
often because it has been significantly changed through successive alterations.

Other factors in arguing for insufficient merit are that the historical
associations are not strong, or that the architecture is unexceptional.

A number of submissions supported the inclusion of all of, or particular
buildings, in the Heritage Inventory.

The submissions from Brenda Grundy (S14) supported the inclusion of all of
the identified buildings in the Heritage Inventory. Ms Grundy also submitted
that consideration be given to the extension of the Old Town Conservation
Overlay zone to cover the entire Central Business District (CBD).

The submission from The Wanganui Airport Control Tower Restoration Trust
(S15) supported the inclusion of the Airport Terminal and Control Tower in
the Heritage Inventory.

The Historic Places Trust (HPT) submission (S13) supports the Plan Change
15 subject to a number of amendments they propose. HPT submit that:

e The interior feature of the Wanganui War Memorial Hall should also
be included in the Heritage Inventory. The Historic Places Trust



4.9

4.10

411

412

4.13

suggest that the basis for identification of what parts of the interior are
worthy of protection is the Wanganui War Memorial Hall Draft
Conservation Plan 1999.

e The Council should, in the future, review the entire list of buildings in
the Heritage Inventory and amend it to protect the interior of buildings
found worthy of protecting.

e The Council should consider updating the Wheeler Report.

e The Council should review and develop ways to assist heritage
building owners with maintenance, repair, adaptive re-use and
earthquake strengthening, and show support for heritage building
owners through regulatory incentives and financial assistance.

Further submissions were received from:

e Roger Osborne (FS 1)
e Roger Osborne (FS 2)

Mr. Osborne opposed the submission from The Wanganui Airport Control
Tower Restoration Trust (S15) and opposes a number of points in the
submission from the Historic Places Trust (HPT) (S13), while also supporting
one point made by HPT.

The following 8 submitters requested that Plan Change 15 be abandoned
entirely.

B Oshorne (S3)

P Matsis (S4)

Wanganui Motors Ltd (S5)
L S R McLean (S6)

R Osborne (S10)

C J Efstratiou (S11)

C Peri (S12)

L S Green (S16L)

The main reason given being that protection should be voluntary.

The submissions from Wanganui Motors, L McLean, CJ Efstratiou, all suggest
that Council make financial assistance available to building owners.

The submission from L McLean and C Peri request clarification of the effect
of the Plan Change on their ability to make alterations to the interior of their
respective buildings.



5 The Evidence

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

The people that presented evidence or legal submissions to the hearing were:
For Wanganui District Council

e Clive Aim - Senior Policy Analyst
For Submitters

e Mr. Owen Cantillon-Rice - Wanganui Airport Control Tower
Restoration Group

Mr. G J Lambert

Mr. B Brosnahan

Mr. Russell Buchanan and Mr. Steven Dyke — Wanganui Motors

Mr. L Green

Mr. C Milham appearing for C J Efstratiou

Messers R McCLean and D Watt appearing for the Historic Places
Trust

e Mr. Bill Deerness

Mr. Aim asked that his report be taken as read. He however highlighted that he
was acutely aware that the Plan Change under consideration affected private
property and that it was a balance between individual rights and the “public”
desire to protect “Community Heritage”.

Submitters variously presented written and oral statements in support of their
submissions.

We discuss the content of the evidence where that is relevant to our decision in
our discussion of issues in Section 6 of this decision.

6 The Issues In Contention

6.1

6.2

6.3

We discuss below the issues that were in contention in submissions, in Mr.
Aim’s report and in the evidence at the hearing. For each issue, we summarise
the relevant evidence then present our findings based on the evidence.

Historic Places Trust

Mr. Robert McClean presented evidence to us on behalf of the New Zealand
Historic Places Trust. We would like to thank Mr. McClean for his evidence,
both in the way he presented it, and for its content.

Mr. McClean presented evidence to support his contention that specific
elements of the interior of the Wanganui War Memorial Hall should be
included in the Heritage Inventory. He suggested that an updated 1999
Conservation Plan for the Memorial Hall would identify the elements worthy
of listing.
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6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

6.10

6.11

6.12

In the evidence presented by Mr. McClean, the Trust asked that consideration
be given to reviewing the existing and proposed buildings in the Heritage
Inventory, to determine if their interiors warrant inclusion.

We found Mr. McClean very helpful, as a recognized expert on heritage
conservation, on the matter of whether built heritage conservation was best
achieved by “precincts”, or by listing individual buildings. In Mr. McClean’s
view, both methods had their place and he saw that the method proposed by
Plan Change 15, was appropriate. On this point, Mr. McClean gave evidence
to us relating to the “tipping point”, which he described as the point at which
so much built heritage has been lost, that the heritage value of the place was
materially affected.

In his evidence Mr. McLean suggested that Council update the Wheeler
Report to support Plan Change 15.

Mr. McClean gave evidence identifying the international research relating to
the effect of property values by heritage listing or registration. He gave
evidence that the value of commercial buildings relates to a range of factors;
however Australian research did indicate some possible negative valuation
consequences of listing commercial buildings.

We received no specific evidence that listing a building in the heritage
Inventory of the District Plan would negatively affect the value of that
building.

Evidence was presented by the Historic Places Trust, suggesting that Council
should, in combination with listing buildings in the Heritage Inventory, review
and develop ways of providing financial assistance to building owners.

Findings

We are not satisfied that we have sufficient information to be able to make the
decision to include specific interior elements of the Wanganui War Memorial
Hall. Any consideration of what elements of the interior of the Memorial Hall
should be protected by listing, should occur at some time in the future and
would be part of a new Plan Change.

We agree that the Wheeler Report should be updated in the future, but see it as
a matter beyond the scope of Plan Change 15.

We recognize that Council provides some assistance to owners of heritage
buildings through the $22,500 allocated to assist owners with the cost of
structural engineering reports. We consider that while it is appropriate for
Council to review what additional assistance might be provided in the future,
the matter is beyond the scope of Plan Change 15.

Abandonment of the Plan Change in its Entirety



6.13

6.14

6.15

6.16

6.17

6.18

6.19

6.20

Requests for Plan Change 15 to be abandoned entirely were made by B
Osborne (S3), P Matsis (S4), Wanganui Motors Ltd (S5), L S R McLean (S6),
R Osborne (S10), C J Efstratiou (S11), C Peri (S12), L S Green (S16L).

The evidence given to support the argument that the Plan Change should be
entirely abandoned, relate primarily to the cost of retaining and maintaining a
“protected” heritage building, the loss of development potential from the
requirement to obtain resource consent to demolish a building included in the
Heritage Inventory of the District Plan, and the lack of merit of individual
buildings.

Mr. Aim in his report provides the background to the development of Plan
Change 15 and we are acutely aware that a building included in the 2007
Heritage Consultation list, the Catholic Presbytery, was demolished before the
Plan Change could be notified.

We are satisfied, and there was no expert evidence to the contrary, that the
heritage evaluation process, resulting in the identification of the buildings
proposed to be added to the District Plan Heritage Inventory, was carried out
by suitably qualified persons and was based on sound practice.

Findings

We find that the evidence of Mr. Aim is sound in relation to the adoption of
the Plan Change. The fact that the owners and occupiers of many of the
buildings proposed for inclusion in the District Plan Heritage Inventory have
chosen to make no submission on the Plan Change gives us confidence that,
while the Plan Change does not have universal acceptance, it is seen by many
to be the appropriate method to achieve sustainable management of
Wanganui’s built heritage. We therefore see no compelling reason to abandon
the Plan Change.

The Inclusion of the Identified Individual Buildings in the Heritage
Inventory

Mr. Aim’s report records his view on each of the buildings submitted for
removal from the expanded Heritage Inventory.

Messers Lambert, Brosnahan, Buchanan, Dyke, Green, Milham, and Deerness
all presented evidence about their particular building(s), to support the
argument that their building(s) should not be included in the expanded
Heritage Inventory.

190 St Hill Street
There were no issues of contention in the evidence presented to the hearing,

that 190 St Hill Street- B37.25 Aerated Water Co. should be excluded from
the Heritage Inventory.

10
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6.23

6.24

6.25

6.26

6.27

Government Life Building

In relation to the Government Life Building, Mr. Brosnahan, in his evidence to
the hearing, explained that this building has had deferred maintenance for
many years, to such an extent that he is proposing to replace the curtain wall
that is the entire Victoria Avenue and Guyton Street frontages. Mr. Brosnahan
also submitted that he found it difficult to understand how a 50 year old
building could be a heritage building.

Mr. Aim in his report identified the significance of this building being the fact
that it is the first curtain wall building constructed in New Zealand, and
recommended that the building be retained for inclusion in the District Plan
Heritage Inventory.

Findings

We are not convinced that this building has sufficient heritage value to warrant
inclusion in the Plan. It would not constitute sustainable management to
include this building in the knowledge that the curtain walls require total
replacement.

28 Maria Place

Barbara Osborne’s submission is not absolutely clear as to whether she is in
fact asking for her building at 28 Maria Place to be excludes from the
Inventory. We are in agreement with Mr. Aim, that the request by Mrs.
Osborne to have voluntary protection suggests that she is unhappy with its
inclusion. Mrs. Osborne did not provide any additional evidence to the
hearing.

Mr. Aim in his report identified the major significance of this building being
the centre piece of a triplet of substantially intact early post-WW1 buildings,
making it a key part of its own context. Mr. Aim’s view is that the building
warrants inclusion in the Heritage Inventory.

Mrs. Osborne’s submission also questions the affordability of owning heritage
buildings. Mr. Aim advised us that no additional costs are imposed by District
Plan protection, unless demolition is envisaged. Mr. Aim is not entirely
correct, as to our knowledge, although resource consent processing costs are
waived for heritage buildings, when the consent is related to the heritage
components of the building; an owner is still required to fund the cost of
preparing the application.

Evidence was presented to the hearing by Mr. McCLean of the New Zealand
Historic Places Trust, that research suggests that heritage protection can affect
property values. Mr. McCLean advised us that Australian research did
indicate some possible negative valuation consequences of listing commercial
buildings. We were very impressed by the evidence presented by Mr.
McClean, for the New Zealand Historic Places Trust. The evidence showed

11
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6.29

6.30

6.31

6.32

6.33

6.34

recognition of the balance required in making decisions regarding heritage
protection.

No evidence was presented to the hearing to enlighten us on whether this is the
case for this or any other buildings in Wanganui.

Findings

We are satisfied that 28 Maria Place is of sufficient heritage value to warrant
its inclusion in the Heritage Inventory of the Wanganui District Plan. We
accept that including a building in the Heritage Inventory imposes costs on the
owner, relating to the time and cost of preparing and lodging a resource
consent application, but that the benefit to the community of retaining what is
the center piece of a group of three early post-WW1 buildings, outweighs that
cost.

164-168 Victoria Avenue (Black Cat)

Mr. Matsis, in his submission, and in his email to Mr. Aim for presentation at
the hearing, suggests that because remodeling has occurred over the years, the
heritage features identified no longer exist.

Mr. McClean presented evidence to the hearing, noting that the Black Cat at
164-168 Victoria Avenue has four original shop fronts and we would submit
that the entire fagade, including the original shop fronts is listed in the district
plan.

Findings

We have considered the evidence presented by Mr. Matsis and Mr. McClean
and consider the upper facade to be worthy of inclusion only. We recognize
that the shop fronts, with their inset doorways are of some value, however
consider that listing those features could impose undue restriction on the
development of the ground floor retail space.

82 Ridgway Street (Wanganui Motors)

Mr. Aim in his report to the hearing, suggested that only the Gas Company
Building, on the corner of Ridgway Street and Trafalgar Place, be listed. Mr.
Aim’s evidence identifies the “ Wanganui Motors Building” as four adjoining
buildings, with the original Gas Company building having the strongest
historical and architectural character. He suggests that an option could be to
list only the Gas Company Building, which would allow the other three
buildings to be demolished and replaced with a new building.

Mr. Russell Buchanan presented evidence to us, on behalf of Wanganui
Motors Ltd. Mr. Buchanan’s evidence referred to and appended reports from
Mr. E. E. Belchambers of BSM Group Architects Ltd, and Mr. Stuart
Mackintosh of Bycroft Petherick.

12
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6.38

6.39

6.40

6.41

Mr. Buchanan’s evidence is that the Wanganui Motors buildings have been
extensively remodeled, such that they are now virtually bereft of any
historical/heritage significance. Mr. Buchanan also submits that, because the
buildings have reached the end of their economic life and need to be replaced,
Wanganui Motors have a business plan to replace them with a new low
maintenance structure. He submits that Wanganui Motors would therefore be
significantly disadvantaged if the building were subject to Rule 25.3 Heritage
Protection.

In his evidence Mr. Buchanan referred to a report from Mr. Stuart Mackintosh,
and stated that Mr. Mackintosh has reliably informed him that if only the Gas
Company Building were listed, that building would be classed as an
earthquake prone building, would have a strength of less than 33% of the
seismic loading standard, and would cost in excess of $200,000.00 to
strengthen.

Mr. Buchanan asserted that it is unreasonable that Wanganui Motors bear the
cost of strengthening and refurbishing the Wanganui Motors Buildings, when
there is no economic benefit to that company. He accepts that there may be
some benefit to the wider Wanganui community of retaining the facade of the
buildings, but that the cost of that retention should be on those that benefit.

Mr. Steven Dyke, Chairman of Directors of Wanganui Motors (1963) Ltd
presented evidence to us detailing the history of the company in Wanganui,
and its expansion into other North Island towns, and identifying three reasons
for not including his companies buildings in the Heritage Inventory.

Mr. Dyke gave evidence that:

e the buildings are fundamentally unsafe, with staff working in a
building that has structural issues;

e the cost of maintaining the buildings, at $50,000.00 per year, is simply
patching up a crumbling complex. This compared to the cost of two
million dollars to construct a new building on the site, that would
require very little maintenance.

o the requirements of the franchise distributors for franchisees to operate
from new premises. Failure to provide could jeopardize the company’s
future in Wanganui.

Mr. Dyke submitted that these were three compelling reasons for defending
his company’s right to self determination.

As stated previously in this report, evidence was presented to the hearing by
Mr. McCLean of the New Zealand Historic Places Trust, that research
suggests that heritage protection can affect property values. Mr. McCLean
advised us that Australian research did indicate some possible negative
valuation consequences of listing commercial buildings. Mr. McCLean also
gave evidence along the lines that any use of regulation should be
complemented by non-regulatory incentives for building owners.

13
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6.46
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6.48

Mr. Aim, in answer to a question from us; whether having heard all of the
evidence presented, he had changed his view on this building, and any other
matters, stated that, without time to consider further, his view had not
changed. On further questioning Mr. Aim gave evidence that his view had not
changed regarding this building.

Findings

We have considered the evidence presented, and have given particular regard
of the evidence of Messers Buchanan and Dyke. We are also conscious that,
apart from $22,500 set aside in the Ten Year Plan for Heritage Building
Preservation grants, the Council has provided no further incentives for
building owners to preserve their heritage buildings.

We accept the evidence presented by Messers Buchanan and Dyke,
particularly the fact that Wanganui Motors have development plans that
include the demolition of the Wanganui Motors Buildings. We consider the
buildings in question to have heritage value; however we find that in this
particular case, primarily because of the buildings location outside of the
CBD, the cost to the owner of the buildings would be unreasonable, and
outweighs the benefit to the community.

60 A Guyton Street

Mr. L S R McLean, in his submission, raised a number of matters that we have
taken into account in making our decisions. Mr. McLean is clearly in support
of the retention of existing heritage buildings, and in the control of new
buildings to complement them. He asks if there are other means existing that
will halt demolition. Suggesting that if there is, there is no requirement to
impose the regulation proposed.

We are aware of no other existing method of affording a level of protection to
identified heritage buildings. We are satisfied that Plan Change 15 is the
appropriate mechanism for achieving the objective.

Mr. McLean suggests that we should be protecting all of the buildings on both
sides of Guyton Street, in the blocks both sides of Victoria Avenue. We do not
accept this, as the basis for inclusion has been determined by a comprehensive
heritage assessment, and to include buildings that do not have significant
heritage value would be inappropriate. We are also conscious that we are
unable to add new buildings to the list notified in Plan Change 15. Evidence
was presented suggesting that the Old Town Conservation Overlay zone be
extended to include the entire CBD. This would achieve what Mr. McLean has
suggested, but we do not consider that this is warranted.

In his submission Mr. McLean suggests that replacing rotten weatherboards
and other work required to make his building weather tight would require
resource consent. We can assure Mr. McLean that maintaining a listed
building by replacing like with like would require no more consent than are
required for an unlisted building.

14
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6.53

6.54

6.55

6.56

Mr. McLean suggests that to protect the ugly concrete block extension ...
added in the 1960 would be absurd. We agree with this view.

Findings

We agree with Mr. McLean that the wonderful old buildings we have in
Wanganui should be retained. We are thankful to Mr. McLean for pointing out
that listing entire buildings, that have had modern additions, also protects
those modern additions. An obvious point, but one that is worth repeating. We
considered whether the shop-fronts should be retained on the list; however we
find that it is only the upper facade of 60A Guyton Street that is worthy of
listing.

Corner of Victoria Avenue and Guyton Street - McGruer’s

There were no issues of contention in the evidence presented to the hearing
relating to McGruer’s building. Mr. Gillam, in his submission, suggests that
the only parts of the building worthy of inclusion in the Heritage Inventory are
the upper fagade and the verandah columns. Mr. Aim is in agreement.

Findings

We agree with the evidence presented and confirm the inclusion of the upper
facade and the verandah columns.

66 Guyton Street

In his submission Mr. G D Marsh questioned the heritage value of the building
at 66 Guyton Street. In particular Mr. Marsh identified the modification
completed in 1992, which changed the original shop front to a modern
aluminium window, and substantially modified the interior.

Mr. Aim gave evidence that this building does not have strong historical
association or architectural style; however its significance is in its membership
of a group of buildings along this side of this Guyton Street block. He also
noted that the individual heritage report for this building recognizes the fagade
as the significant heritage component of the building.

Findings

We are satisfied that the evidence of Mr. Aim is sound, and on that basis we
agree that the upper fagade of 66 Guyton Street be included in Appendix A-
Heritage Inventory of the Wanganui District Plan.

73 Victoria Avenue — Black’s

Mr. Aim in his evidence identified the most significant aspects of this building

being the relative age and the association with its architect William Aiken
Senior. He notes that the building has the oldest original visible facade in

15
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6.58

6.59

6.60

6.61

6.62

6.63

6.64

6.65

Victoria Avenue, being built in 1891. Mr. Aim recommended that only the
upper facade be included in the Heritage Inventory.

Evidence was presented to us at the hearing by Mr. Colin Milham,
representing Mr. C J Efstratiou. Mr. Milham read from a statement by Mr.
Efstratiou.

Mr. Efstratiou’s evidence reaffirmed his written submission, that the best way
of protecting heritage buildings is through a voluntary partnership between the
owners and Council. He submitted that identifying individual buildings
throughout the CBD, or “pepper potting” as he puts it, will do nothing to
develop the overall heritage value of the City. We heard evidence from Mr.
McClean of the Historic Places Trust, that precinct protection and individual
protection were both successful in managing built heritage.

In his submission Mr. Efstratiou suggests that the inclusion of additional
buildings in the Heritage Inventory will create a financial millstone around
the necks of the owners. He suggests that this is tantamount to theft as it will
deprive existing property owners of the right to deal with their property in a
way that is economically responsible.

Mr. Efstratiou questions the Wheeler Report; calling it inaccurate, biased and
totally unconvincing. He presented no evidence to substantiate these claims.

Mr. Efstratiou suggests that Plan Change 15 will remove the possibility of
sites being included in a large scale development.

Mr. Efstratiou presented evidence that Plan Change 15 is flawed because it
does not include an assessment of the cost impacts on owners of heritage
buildings proposed to be included in the Heritage Inventory.

In terms of 73 Victoria Avenue — Blacks, Mr. Efstratiou gave evidence that the
building has no architectural or heritage merit. He however recognizes that the
upper facade is the only feature of the building that is substantially intact. Mr.
Efstratiou’s evidence to the hearing was that the building is at the end of its
economic life and that it would not be practical to retain the upper fagcade as
part of a new development. His rationale for this being that modern retail
requirements are for higher ground floor ceiling heights, and asserting that the
retention of the upper fagcade would not allow this to occur. Mr. Efstratiou
offered to donate the existing facade.

Findings

We find that identifying and listing individual buildings, or parts of individual
buildings, will develop the overall heritage value of the city. We accept the
evidence of Mr. McClean, that individual building listing can be an effective
management technique for heritage buildings.

We also do not agree with Mr. Efstratiou on the matter of property owner
rights. The inclusion of a building or part of a building in the Heritage
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Inventory does not mean that that building can not be modified or demolished.
We accept that listing means that resource consent is required for
modifications or demolition, but it does not remove the right. All persons that
have an interest in the buildings proposed for listing had the opportunity to
make submission and to present to us at the hearing. A number of submitters
have presented evidence on the financial implications of listing their building,
and we have considered that evidence. Of significance to us is the fact that by
far the majority of property owners chose to make no submission. We
therefore have no evidence presented to us that those property owners share
Mr. Efstratiou’s view on the financial implications of listing.

We are not convinced by Mr. Efstratiou’s argument that listing a building will
remove the possibility of large scale development of the CBD. Listing a
building will require resource consent for demolition of that building, but does
not remove the possibility that consent will be issued. Consideration of each
individual application for demolition will be considered on its merits, and may
well be approved. We agree that the requirement to apply for resource consent
is a cost, and are conscious to keep these costs to a minimum.

We agree that the heritage value of 73 Victoria Avenue lies in the upper
facade only. We are satisfied that the upper fagcade has sufficient heritage
value to warrant inclusion in the Heritage Inventory.

91-93 Victoria Avenue

There were no issues of contention in the evidence presented to the hearing,
that 91-93 Victoria Avenue — B16.4 Warnock’s Drapery should be excluded
from the — Heritage Inventory.

97 Victoria Avenue

There were no issues of contention in the evidence presented to the hearing,
that 97 Victoria Avenue — B16.2 Hannah’s Shoes should be excluded from the
— Heritage Inventory.

113 Victoria Avenue

Mr. Aim gave evidence that that the merit of this building is in its attractive
detailed facade, and the street level frontage. He advises that, although in an
area covered by the District Plan — display frontage rules, it is of such quality
that it is unlikely to be improved upon.

Mr. Efstratiou gave evidence that, the Pfeffers building is a 1930s building
with an art deco style fagade, which is certainly not in keeping with
Wanganui’s historic heritage.

Findings

We are not convinced that 113 Victoria Avenue — B26.14 Pfeffers has
sufficient heritage value to warrant inclusion in the Heritage Inventory.
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163 Victoria Avenue

In her submission to the hearing Mrs. Peri asserted that the only part of the
building at 163 Victoria Avenue that was of any heritage value is the fagade.
Mr. Aim presented an email that Mrs. Peri had sent to him, for presentation at
the hearing, in which she states “it would be very much appreciated if you
could put forward on my behalf to have only the above building’s upper
facade included in the plan change, being as this is the only part of the
building with any historical merit”. Mr. Aim made no specific
recommendation on this building.

Findings

We are satisfied that it is the upper facade of 163 Victoria Avenue that is of
heritage value, and therefore warrants inclusion in the Heritage Inventory.

135 Victoria Avenue

Mr. Aim gave evidence that, the building at 135 Victoria Avenue — B26.7
Purdy’s, has historical significance because of the role it plays in the
Streetscape of that part of Victoria Avenue. Mr. Aim clarified that, although
there was a suggestion that 135-137A Victoria Avenue were proposed for
inclusion, it was only 135 Victoria Avenue that was proposed.

Mr. Green in his submission and in his evidence to us, questioned whether
listing individual buildings in the District Plan was the appropriate method for
maintaining Wanganui’s built heritage. He suggested that it gave the
perception that property owners were not trusted, and that Council would
achieve more by entering into a co-operative relationship with property
owners.

Mr. Green presented evidence to us suggesting that, to extend that OldTown
Conservation Overlay zone to cover the whole of the CBD would be the
preferred method, as it would “level the playing field” by imposing the same
compliance issues on all buildings in the CBD.

Mr. Green challenged us to take a chance by entering into a one-off
partnership with him rather than list his building.

Findings

We were very impressed by Mr. Green’s evidence and accept that voluntary
retention would be the ideal option for the sustainable management of heritage
buildings. We are however very conscious that the incremental loss of
individual buildings will materially affect the value of Wanganui’s built
heritage. The only way of ensuring Wanganui’s built heritage is sustainably
managed is to require resource consent for demolition or major external
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modifications, so that individual buildings are not lost without consideration
of their contribution to heritage value.

We thank Mr. Green for his offer of a partnership, and suggest that Council
officers will be happy to pursue this offer, outside of the scope of this Plan
Change.

We accept the evidence of Mr. Aim and agree that the heritage feature of 135
Victoria Avenue, worthy of protection, is the upper facade.

77 Victoria Avenue

Mr. Aim’s evidence to us suggests that, like many of the buildings being
submitted on, the heritage value of 77 Victoria Avenue’s lay primarily in its
facade, but also with its association with the long-standing Wanganui based
firm of the Tingey’s.

Mr. Deerness, in his submission and in his evidence to us at the hearing,
suggested that 77 Victoria Avenue, as a 1950’s building with a frontage that
had been modified many times, had little or no heritage value. He advised us
that the layout of the interior was not compatible with modern retail
requirements.

Findings
We are not convinced that this building’s association with Tingey’s, or its

facade, are of sufficient heritage value to warrant inclusion in the Heritage
Inventory.

7 Council’s Section 31 Functions

7.1

7.2

The proposed Plan Change, to add buildings to an existing Heritage Inventory,
is a legitimate Council function in terms of Section 31 of the Act. The
objectives, and policies associated with the existing Inventory, and that will
apply to the expanded Inventory, are intended to achieve integrated
management of the effects of use, development and protection of the physical
resources of the Wanganui District.

For the purposes of Section 74 (1) we are satisfied that the proposed Plan
Change is in accordance with Section 31 of the Act.

8 Part 2 Consideration

8.1

8.2

Section 74 (1) requires that the proposed Plan Change must be in accordance
with Part 2 of the Act.

Certain of the matters of national importance identified in Part 2 are relevant

for proposed Plan Change 15 and we discuss those here before turning to
consider Section 5 of Part 2.
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8.3

8.4

8.5

8.6

8.7

8.8

8.9

8.10

Section 6 of Part 2 requires us to recognize and provide for certain matters of
national importance. On the basis of the evidence presented, listed matter (f)
of Section 6 are applicable to proposed Plan Change 15:

(f) The protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use,
and development.

Protection of Historic Heritage:

The operative District Plan includes objectives and policies for the protection
of the identified cultural heritage resources of the district. We are satisfied that
the Heritage Inventory in the Operative District Plan, and additions to that
Inventory, is an appropriate method of protecting historic heritage from
inappropriate subdivision, use and development.

Section 7

Section 7 sets out certain matters the Committee must have regard to. On the
basis of evidence presented, listed matters (b), (c), and (f) of Section 7 are
applicable to Proposed Plan Change 15.

(b) The efficient use and development of natural and physical resources:
(c) The maintenance and enhancement of amenity values;
(d) Maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment:

In our view, on the basis of the evidence presented to us, the inclusion of the
identified buildings, or parts of buildings, in the Heritage Inventory of the
Wanganui District Plan represents the efficient use of physical resources, and
will maintain the quality of the environment by and ultimately enhancing
amenity values.

Section 8

Section 8 requires us to take into account the principles of the Treaty of
Waitangi. No parties raised any specific concerns in terms of Section 8 or
elaborated on the principles that are relevant for Plan Change 15.

We are satisfied that no part of Plan Change 15 is inconsistent with the
principles of the Treaty of Waitangi.

Section 5

We have concluded that proposed Plan Change 15, modified as we propose,
will promote the sustainable management of natural and physical resources.

We note that the definition of sustainable management means:

...... managing the use, development, and protection of natural and physical
resources in a way, or at a rate, which enables people and communities to
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8.11

provide for their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing and for their health
and safety while —

(@) Sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources
(excluding minerals) to meet the foreseeable needs of future
generations; and

(b) Safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil. And
ecosystems; and

(©) Avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of activities
on the environment.

The Committee considers that proposed Plan Change 15, modified as we
propose, is consistent with that definition of sustainable management because
it will provide for the social, economic and cultural wellbeing of people and
the community, by managing the identified heritage features of the district.

9 Alignment With Relevant Policy Statements And Plans

9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

9.5

The Regional Plans relevant to consider are the Manawatu/Wanganui
Regional Policy Statement, and the consolidated Regional Policy Statement
and Regional Plan for the Manawatu/Wanganui Region, the “One Plan”.

The Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Policy Statement includes an objective
“To protect heritage resources of regional significance”. Policy 10.1
identifies places or natural resources which have a high degree of importance
or are part of the history in the Region, are rare or unique in the region, or are
already protected by a national protection mechanism, as the type of issues
that could make an item or feature a heritage resource.

One Plan Policy 7-10: Historic Heritage is the policy relevant to consider for
Plan Change 15. This Policy states:

Historic heritage is recognized as a matter of national importance and all
resource-use activities controlled by the Regional Council shall be managed
in @ manner which protects historic and archaeological values and avoids
remedies or mitigates any adverse effects, including cumulative adverse
effects, on historic heritage.

Given these documents focus primarily on managing historic heritage relating
to resource-use activities controlled by the Regional Council, we are satisfied
that the proposed Plan Change is consistent with the relevant objectives and
policies.

There are no national policy statements relevant to consider for Plan Change
15.

10 Conclusion

10.1

The Committee has concluded that the proposed Plan Change is consistent

with the sustainable management purpose of the Act and can be confirmed
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subject to the certain modifications listed below. The Building number relates
to the list of buildings contained in Appendix 1 of the Plan Change.

e Amend Building 2 — Blacks- 73 Victoria Avenue, to list only the
facade above the verandah.

e Delete Building 6 - Wanganui Motors, 82 Ridgway Street.

e Amend Building 10 — Black Cat — 164-168 Victoria Avenue, to list
only the fagcade above the verandah.

e Amend Buildings 22 — Guyton Street Precinct — Chaineys — 66 Guyton
Street, to list only the fagade above the verandah.

e Amend Buildings 22 — Guyton Street Precinct — Olivers — 60A Guyton
Street, to list only the fagade above the verandah.

e Amend Buildings 23 — Middle Block of Victoria Avenue — McGruer’s
Department Store — Guyton Street /Victoria Avenue, to list only the
facade above the verandah and the verandah columns.

e Amend Buildings 23 — Middle Block of Victoria Avenue — Purdy’s —

135 Victoria Avenue, to list only the fagade above the verandah.

Delete Building 27 — Aeration Water Company, 190 St Hill Street.

Delete Building 32 — Warnock’s Drapery — 91-93 Victoria Avenue.

Delete Building 33 — Pfeffer’s — 113 Victoria Avenue.

Delete Building 35 — Hannahs Shoes — 97 Victoria Avenue.

Delete Building 36 — Tingey’s — 77 Victoria Avenue.

Delete Building 40 - Government Life Insurance - Victoria

Avenue/Guyton Street.

e Amend Buildings 45 — Top Block of Victoria Avenue — Gower’s
Building — 163A Victoria Avenue, to list only the facade above the
verandah.

11 Section 32 Evaluation

11.1

11.2

11.3

Plan Change 15 included a Section 32 report evaluating the appropriateness of
the relevant objectives, policies and rules in achieving the purpose of the Act.
The Committee has concluded that the policies and rules relating to Historic
Heritage are the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives of the District
Plan, will assist the Council to carry out its functions under Section 31 of the
Act and are consistent with the sustainable management purpose of the Act.

The Committee considered whether we had sufficient information to make
decisions and balanced that against the risk of acting or not acting, to manage
Wanganui’s built heritage. We concluded that we had sufficient information
and were therefore entitled to confirm Plan Change 15, with the identified
modifications.

The Committee endorses the changes to Appendix A of the Wanganui District

Plan, and the subsequent changes to Planning Maps U21, U22 and U32, to
identify the location of the buildings added to Appendix A.
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12 Confirmation of Proposed Plan Change 15 With Modifications

12.1 The Committee confirms Plan Change 15 subject to the modifications and
detailed in Attachment 2 to this decision. The modification are consequential
alterations arising out of submissions and are intended to respond to matters
raised by submissions.

12.2 The Committee has determined that the relief requested by submitters is
accepted, accepted in part, declined, or declined in part, as detailed in
Attachment 3 to this decision. The reasons for accepting and declining
submissions are summarized in Attachment 3 and are explained in greater
detail in the findings presented for each issue in contention in Section 6 of this
decision.

Commissioner Sue Westwood (Committee Chair)

Commissioner Nicki Higgie

Councilor Rangi Wills

Decision Dated 31% July 2009
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Attachment 1
List of Building included in Plan Change 15

Building Address Building Address
1 | Repertory Theatre 4 Ridgway Street 24 | Central Fire Station Guyton Street/Wilson
Street
2 | Blacks 73 Victoria Avenue | 25 | Selwyn Buildings 78-84 Victoria Ave
3 | Savage Club Drews Avenue 26 | United Friendly 69 Guyton Street
Societies Building
4 | Colliers Piano & 57 Victoria Avenue | 27 | Aerated Water 190 St Hill Street
Music Warehouse Company
5 | Brookfields 70 Guyton Street 28 | Trinity Buildings 170-188 Victoria Ave
6 | Wanganui Motors 82 Ridgway Street 29 | Grand Hotel Guyton Street/St Hill
Street
7 | Salek’s Building Victoria Avenue/ 30 | Ladies’ Rest St Hill Street
Guyton Street
8 | Imperial Buildings 142-144 Victoria 31 | Alexander Library Queen’s Park
Avenue
9 | Williams Jewellers 64 Victoria Avenue | 32 | Warnock’s Drapery 91-93 Victoria
Including interior Avenue
10 | Black Cat 164/168 Victoria Av | 33 | Pfeffer’s 113 Victoria Avenue
11 | Berkeley Buildings 68 Guyton Street 34 | Dustin’s 59 Victoria Avenue
12 | Wanganui Arts Society | Off Trafalgar Place, | 35 | Hannahs Shoes 97 Victoria Avenue
Cooks Gardens
13 | llminster Buildings 87 Guyton Street 36 | Tingey’s 77 Victoria Avenue
14 | Plunket Rooms 4 Campbell Street 37 | Power Board offices | Guyton Street/St Hill
Street
15 | St Paul’s Presbyterian | 112 Guyton Street 38 | War Memorial hall Queen’s Park
Church
16 | Perrett’s Buildings Victoria 39 | Airport Terminal & Airport Road
Avenue/Maria Place Control Tower
17 | Earle’s Building Victoria 40 | Government Life Victoria Ave/Guyton
Ave/Guyton Street Insurance Street
18 | Victoria Court 92-96 Victoria 41 | District Council 101 Guyton Street
Avenue Offices
19 | Jockey Club Offices 30 Maria Place 42 | Wairere House 1 Bates Street
20 | Kings’ Chambers 28 Maria Place 43 | Departmental 133 Wicksteed Street
Building
21 | Accountants’ 26 Maria Place 44 | Hastings Moore 90 Guyton Street
Chambers
22 | Guyton Street 45 | Top Block of
Precinct: Victoria Avenue:
Steak Out 72 Guyton Street Gower’s Building 163A Victoria Ave
Brookfields 70 Guyton Street Dominion Buildings | 165-169 Victoria Ave
Berkeley Buildings 68 Guyton Street DA Morrison 171-175 Victoria Ave
Chaineys 66 Guyton Street Hughes Building 177-179 Victoria Ave
The Bakery 64 Guyton Street Carlton Buildings 181-183 Victoria Ave
Olivers 60A Guyton Street
23 | Middle Block of
Victoria Avenue:
McGruer’s Department | Guyton
Store Street/Victoria Ave
Central City Pharmacy | 121 Victoria Ave
Purdy’s 135 Victoria Ave
Spillanes 139 Victoria Ave




Attachment 2

Confirmed Text and Maps of the Wanganui District Plan
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Attachment 3

Decisions on the Relief Requested in Submissions

The Committee has determined that the relief requested in submissions is accepted or
declined as follows (the numbering in the brackets refers to the reference number of
the relevant submission):

1.

The submission by Gordon James Lambert (1) to have 190 St Hill Street
B37.25 deleted from the schedule of buildings to be included in Appendix
A of the Wanganui District Plan is accepted.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that the building in question is
not of sufficient historical significance to warrant protection by inclusion
in Appendix A of the Wanganui District Plan.

The submission by Mr. B Brosnahan (2) to have the Government Life
Insurance Building, on the corner of Victoria Avenue and Guyton Street
B38.14 deleted from the schedule of buildings to be included in Appendix
A of the Wanganui District Plan is accepted.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that the building in question is not
of sufficient historical significance to warrant protection by inclusion in
Appendix A of the Wanganui District Plan.

The submission by Mrs. Barbara Osborne (3) to have Kings Chambers at
28 Maria Place B26.20 deleted from the schedule of buildings to be
included in Appendix A of the Wanganui District Plan is declined.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that the building in question has
sufficient historical significance to warrant protection by inclusion in
Appendix A of the Wanganui District Plan. King’s Chambers is the centre
piece of a group of three of substantially intact early post-WWI buildings,
making it a key part of its own context. The group makes a strong
contribution to the central city streetscape.

The submission by Mr. Peter Matsis (4) to have The Black Cat at 164-168
Victoria Avenue B38.19 deleted from the schedule of buildings to be
included in Appendix A of the Wanganui District Plan is accepted in part.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that the facade above the verandah
of the building in question has sufficient historical significance to warrant
protection by inclusion in Appendix A of the Wanganui District Plan. The
building is in the context of the group of buildings on the opposite side of
the street also identified in the Plan Change. This combined group of
buildings occupies the centre of this block of Victoria Avenue very
positively.



10.

The submission by Wanganui Motors (5) to have 82 Ridgway Street C5
deleted from the schedule of buildings to be included in Appendix A of the
Wanganui District Plan is accepted.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that the buildings at 82 Ridgway
Street C5 do not have sufficient historical significance to warrant their
inclusion. The matters influencing the Committee’s decision are the
location of the buildings outside of the CBD, and the evidence presented
on the impact on the owners.

The submission by Mr. L S R McLean (6) relates to 60A Guyton Street
B38.10. The submission does not explicitly request that 60A Guyton Street
be deleted from the schedule of buildings to be included in Appendix A of
the Wanganui District Plan, however the submission strongly suggests as
much. This submission is accepted in part.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that the facade above the
verandah of the building in question has sufficient historical significance
to warrant protection by inclusion in Appendix A of the Wanganui District
Plan.

The submission by the Jeffares Family Trust (7) requests that Council
require a decent standard of maintenance for inner city properties is
accepted.

Reason: The Committee recognizes that the District Plan includes rules
requiring new or modified building in display frontage streets to be built to
a good standard, however it is difficult to impose a rule for the
maintenance of existing buildings.

The submission by Mr. A H Gillam (8) to have the McGruer’s Corner
building B25.10 deleted from the schedule of buildings to be included in
Appendix A of the Wanganui District Plan, or only include the facade
above the verandah and the verandah columns is accepted in part.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that the fagade above the verandah
and verandah columns of the McGruer’s building have sufficient historical
significance to warrant protection by inclusion in Appendix A of the
Wanganui District Plan.

The submission by Mr. G D Marsh (9) to have 66 Guyton Street B38.10
deleted from the schedule of buildings to be included in Appendix A of the
Wanganui District Plan, is accepted in part.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that the fagade above the verandah
of the building in question has sufficient historical significance to warrant
protection by inclusion in Appendix A of the Wanganui District Plan.

The submission by Mr. C J Efstratiou (11) to have:



11.

12.

13.

14.

Black’s at 73 Victoria Avenue B16.9;

Warnock’s Drapery 91-93 Victoria Avenue B16.4;
Hannah’s Shoes 97 Victoria Avenue B16.2;
Pfeffers 113 Victoria Avenue B26.14

deleted from the schedule of buildings to be included in Appendix A of the
Wanganui District Plan, are accepted in part.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that the Warnock’s Drapery,
Hannah’s Shoes, and Pfeffers do not have sufficient historical significance
to warrant protection by inclusion in Appendix A of the Wanganui District
Plan. However the Committee has concluded that the facade above the
verandah of Black’s at 73 Victoria Avenue has sufficient historical
significance to warrant protection by inclusion in Appendix A of the
Wanganui District Plan.

The submission by Coleen Peri (12) relates to the Gower’s Building at 163
Victoria Avenue B37.12. The submission suggested that only the facade of
the building is worthy of inclusion in Appendix A of the Wanganui
District Plan. This submission is accepted in part.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that the fagade above the verandah
of the Gower’s Building at 163 Victoria Avenue B37.12 has sufficient
historical significance to warrant protection by inclusion in Appendix A of
the Wanganui District Plan.

The submissions by Mr. L S Green (S16) and Mr. D Cox (S17) relate to the
Purdy’s building at 135 Victoria Avenue B26.7. The submission asking
that 135 Victoria avenue be deleted from the schedule of buildings to be
included in Appendix A of the Wanganui District Plan, is accepted in
part.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that the facade above the
verandah of the Purdy’s Building at 135 Victoria Avenue B26.7 has
sufficient historical significance to warrant protection by inclusion in
Appendix A of the Wanganui District Plan.

The submission by Mr. B Deerness (S18L) to have the Tingey’s building at
77 Victoria Avenue B16.8 deleted from the schedule of buildings to be
included in Appendix A of the Wanganui District Plan is accepted.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that the building in question is not
of sufficient historical significance to warrant protection by inclusion in
Appendix A of the Wanganui District Plan.

The submission by Brenda Grundy (S14) supporting the inclusion of all of
the identified buildings and also asks that consideration be given extending
the “OldTown Conservation Overlay Zone” is accepted in part.



15.

16.

17.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that, on the basis of the evidence
presented to them at the hearing, that a number of the buildings, or parts of
buildings, listed are not of sufficient heritage value to warrant inclusion,
and extension of the “OldTown Conservation Overlay Zone” to cover the
whole of the CBD, is not appropriate.

The submission by the Wanganui Airport Control Tower Restoration Trust
(S15) supporting the inclusion of the Airport Terminal and Control Tower
in the Heritage Inventory is accepted.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that the Wanganui Airport
Terminal and Control Tower have sufficient heritage value to warrant
inclusion in Appendix A of the Wanganui District Plan.

The submission by the Historic Places Trust (S 13) supporting Plan Change
15, subject to a number of amendments is accepted in part.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that:

e On the matter the overall support for Plan Change 15, the
Committee has confirmed Plan Change 15, subject to the
modification identified.

e On the matter of the inclusion of the interior features of the
Wanganui War Memorial Hall in the Heritage Inventory,
the Committee was not satisfied that they had sufficient
evidence to protect individual features, and was reluctant to
protect the entire interior. We therefore concluded that only
the exterior of the Wanganui War Memorial Hall be
included in the Heritage Inventory.

e On the matter of a review of the entire Heritage Inventory
to consider what interiors may be worthy of protection, the
Committee has concluded that this is beyond the scope of
Plan Change 15.

e On the matter of the updating of the Wheeler report, the
Committee has concluded that this is beyond the scope of
Plan Change 15.

e On the matter of the suggestion that Council should review
and develop ways of financially assisting heritage building
owners, the Committee has concluded that the principle of
the request is valid, but that it is beyond the scope of Plan
Change 15.

The submissions by B Osborne (S3,) P Matsis (S4), Wanganui Motors Ltd
(S5), L SR McLean (S6), R Osborne (S10), C J Efstratiou (S11), C Peri
(S12), and L S Green (S16L), requesting abandonment of the entire Plan
Change are declined.



18.

19.

20.

21.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that there is insufficient evidence
to warrant the abandonment of Plan Change 15.

The submissions by Wanganui Motors (S5), L. McLean (S6), and C. J.
Efstratiou (S11), requesting that Council make financial assistance available
to heritage building owners, are declined.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that the provision of additional
financial assistance is beyond the scope of Plan Change 15.

The submissions by L. McLean and C. Peri, requesting clarification of the
effect of Plan Change 15 on their ability to make alterations to the interior of
their buildings is accepted in part.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that, while the provision of
information relating to the effect of Plan Change 15 is beyond the scope of
their decision making, they can advise these submitters that, given that only
the upper facades of the building in question are to be included in the
Heritage Inventory, the inclusion will not effect their ability to alter the
interiors.

The further submission by Roger Osborne (FS 1), opposing all parts of the
submission by The Wanganui Airport Control Tower Restoration Group to
have the Airport Terminal and Control Tower listed is declined.

Reason: The Committee has concluded that the Wanganui Airport Terminal
and Control Tower are or sufficient heritage significance to warrant
inclusion in the Heritage Inventory.

The further submission by Roger Osborne (FS 2), both supporting and
opposing individual parts of the submission by the New Zealand Historic
Places Trust is declined in respect of; listing buildings even if they are not
included on the HPT Register, the provision of additional financial
assistance, confirmation of the Plan Change with modifications, and
questioning the adequacy of the Section 32 analysis, and accepted in
respect of; a review of all interiors, and of the Wheeler report being beyond
of the scope of Plan Change 15.

Reason:

The reasons given are those given in relation to the Committee’s decision on
the original submission.





