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To:

SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSAL FOR
PLAN CHANGE 9 TO THE HAMILTON CITY DISTRICT PLAN

under clause 6 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA)

Hamilton City Council

Municipal Building

Garden Place

HAMILTON

(by email: haveyoursay@hcc.govt.nz)

Name of Submitter: Eion Hall

This submission is made by Eion Hall (the Submitter) on Plan Change 9 (PC9) to the Hamilton
City Operative District Plan (ODP).

The Submitter is the owner of a property at 2 Clifton Road, Hamilton Central, which contains a
dwelling that is proposed to be included in Appendix 8, Schedule 8A of the ODP as a Category
B Built Heritage Item (reference H179) under PC9. This submission relates to the proposed
scheduling of the dwelling and related provisions under PC9.

Background

3.

The property at 2 Clifton Road is 766m? in area and is zoned Residential Intensification under
the ODP. The Residential Intensification zoning also applies to other properties in the vicinity
of the property and reflects planned intensification on the fringe of Hamilton’s Central City to
support the amenity and vibrancy of the central area. Both historic and more recent
redevelopment of many sites in the area has already occurred.

The dwelling on the property is an attractive mid-century house which was built in the late
1940s. Details of the architect and builder are not known. The dwelling has had a modern
addition involving a new rear wing. The property also contains a detached garage which either
predates the house or is contemporary with it. None of the existing buildings on the property
are scheduled for protection under the ODP, nor are they listed by Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga.

Heritage Assessments

5.

Upon being made aware of HCC's proposal to schedule the dwelling for protection under PC9,
the Submitter requested a copy of HCC'’s heritage assessment for 2 Clifton Road. A draft
Heritage Inventory Assessment Form for the property was received from HCC on 17 June 2022
and the Submitter subsequently commissioned a heritage peer review by Dr Ann McEwan of
Heritage Consultancy Services. Dr McEwan’s preliminary peer review, dated 23 June 2022,
identified inaccuracies with HCC'’s assessment, including the construction date for the dwelling
and other conclusions which had been drawn in the assessment regarding associations with
previous owners. These inaccuracies were pointed out to HCC and a revised draft Heritage
Inventory Assessment Form? was provided to the Submitter by HCC on 11 July 2022, prior to
notification of PC9.

The draft Heritage Inventory Assessment Form which is contained in Appendix 8 of the Section
32 Evaluation Report for PC9 is the original heritage assessment which contains inaccuracies,
rather than the revised assessment. As a result, both the assessment in PC9 and the

! Refer to Appendix B of this submission.



proposed provisions in Appendix 8, Schedule 8A overstate the heritage values of the dwelling
at 2 Clifton Road. This is because:

a. the revised heritage assessment received from HCC on 11 July 2022 includes reductions in
the evaluation of the heritage qualities of the dwelling against the Significance Criteria
relative to the original heritage assessment; and

b. the dwelling is recorded in Appendix 8, Schedule 8A of PC9 as meeting ‘key heritage
criteria’ in respect of historic qualities, physical/aesthetic/architectural qualities, context or
group qualities, technological qualities and scientific qualities. This is despite the dwelling
being assessed in the revised draft Heritage Inventory Assessment Form as having low to
moderate historic qualities, moderate physical/aesthetic/architectural qualities, low to
moderate context or group qualities, low technological qualities and low scientific qualities.

7. Notwithstanding this apparent oversight by HCC, Dr McEwan has completed an updated peer
review dated 25 July 20222 based on the revised draft Heritage Inventory Assessment Form
which was received from HCC on 11 July 2022. The updated peer review report includes the
following findings:

a. the level of significance ascribed to the dwelling under the various criteria cannot be
substantiated;

b. the house is somewhat of a throw-back to the Arts and Craft movement due to the
construction date of late 1940s. This compares to HCC's original estimated construction
date of circa 19253,

c. The revised draft heritage assessment of 2 Clifton Road has addressed some of the
comments provided to HCC by the Submitter following the preliminary heritage peer review.
Nevertheless, the report still fails to substantiate a level of historic heritage significance that
merits the dwelling being scheduled in the ODP.

8. In addition to the unsubstantiated conclusions about the significance of the dwelling in the revised
draft Heritage Inventory Assessment Form, the inaccuracies in HCC's original assessment of the
dwelling call into question the robustness of the process which led to the dwelling being identified
for protection in the first place.

Certificate of Compliance

9. A Certificate of Compliance has been granted by HCC pursuant to section 125 RMA for the
removal/demolition of the dwelling and garage on the property (HCC reference
012.2022.00003973.001). It is therefore unlikely that the dwelling will be retained regardless of
whether it is scheduled in the ODP.

Submission

10. The Submitter opposes the scheduling of the dwelling on the property at 2 Clifton Road and
some of the related provisions in PC9. The reasons and relief for the submission are provided
in the table in Appendix A to this submission. In summary, the submission seeks to:

a. delete the Category B Built Heritage Item reference H179 (Two Storey Arts and Crafts
Dwelling) at 2 Clifton Road from Schedule 8A in Appendix 8;

b. delete the Built Heritage notation for H179 at 2 Clifton Road from the Planning Maps;

c. amend rules in Chapter 19 — Historic Heritage and Chapter 25.3 — Signs so that resource
consents are not required where heritage buildings or structures are not extant after being

2 Refer to Appendix C of this submission.
3 The construction date has been updated to circa 1945 in HCC's revised draft Heritage Inventory Assessment
Form.



lawfully removed from sites identified in Schedule 8A (including by way of resource consent
or a previously granted certificate of compliance); and

d. amend Rule 19.3(0) in Chapter 19 — Historic Heritage so that resource consents are only
required for fences on sites containing the most significant heritage buildings and structures
in the City (i.e. the buildings and structures ranked A).

11. The relief that is sought is necessary to:

a. promote sustainable management of resources, achieve the purpose of the RMA and to
give effect to Part 2 and other provisions of the RMA;

b. reflect that the dwelling at 2 Clifton Road is not a built heritage item of significant heritage
value requiring protection in accordance with section 6(f) RMA,

c. enable the efficient use and development of natural and physical resources by retaining the
future development potential of the site for residential intensification in accordance with its
zoning under the ODP;

d. give effect to the objectives and policies of the National Policy Statement on Urban
Development; and

a. ensure that the provisions of PC9 are the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives of
PC9 and the ODP, which are in turn the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of
the RMA.

Decision Sought

12. The Submitter seeks the decisions from Council as set out in the column “Decision Sought” in
the table in Appendix A of this submission, as well as any consequential or further amendments
to give effect to the relief sought and reasons given.

13. The Submitter could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

14. The Submitter wishes to be heard in support of this submission. If others make a similar

submission the Submitter would be prepared to consider presenting a joint case with them at
any hearing.

Signed by:

Eion Hall

Date: 15 August 2022

Address for service: Monocle Consulting Ltd
Panama Square
14 Garden Place
HAMILTON 3204

Contact Person: Ben Inger

Email: ben@monocle.net.nz

Phone: 027 836 6507



Appendix A — Detailed reasons and decisions sought



Section of Plan and Support/ | Reasons Decision Sought

Provision Reference Oppose

Appendix 8: Heritage

Schedule 8A, Heritage Item Oppose 1. A heritage peer review of HCC's original heritage Delete the Category B Built Heritage

Reference: H179, Ranking B

assessment of the dwelling at 2 Clifton Road identified that
the assessment contained inaccuracies, including the
construction date for the dwelling and other conclusions
regarding associations with previous owners. Despite this
being pointed out to HCC, the heritage assessment which
is included in the Section 32 Evaluation Report for PC9 is
unchanged.

2. Arevised draft Heritage Inventory Assessment Form
(which is not included in PC9) was provided by HCC to the
Submitter on 11 July 2022 prior to notification of PC9 (refer
to Appendix B of this submission). A peer review of the
revised report (refer to Appendix C of this submission)
identifies that the level of significance ascribed to the
dwelling under the various criteria cannot be substantiated.
The peer review concludes that the revised assessment
fails to substantiate a level of historic heritage significance
that would merit scheduling in the ODP.

3. The ‘key heritage criteria’ which are listed in Schedule 8A
as applying to the dwelling are inconsistent with the
findings of HCC's revised draft Heritage Inventory
Assessment Form.

4. The inaccuracies in HCC's original assessment and
scheduling of the dwelling call into question the robustness
of the process which led to the dwelling being identified for
protection in the first place.

5. The dwelling does not warrant protection given it is not a
“significant heritage resource” (objective 19.2.1) or a
“significant building” (objective 19.2.3) nor is it a built
heritage item of significant heritage value requiring
protection in accordance with section 6(f) RMA.

6. There would be significant ongoing maintenance costs to
the owner of the site if the dwelling is retained. There
would also be significant ongoing operational costs, such
as high costs for heating during winter (approximately

Item reference H179 (Two Storey
Arts and Crafts Dwelling) at 2 Clifton
Road from Schedule 8A in Appendix
8.




$600 per month) given the lack of insulation and the
inability to retrofit it into the walls of the dwelling.

7. The internal layout of the dwelling is not well suited for
modern living. The Submitter has been advised by a
builder that internal changes to the layout would not be
practical or economic.

8. HCC's recent ratings valuation for the property reflects its
future development potential due to the Residential
Intensification zoning under the ODP (the land value is
$2.77M and the capital value is $2.82M). Scheduling the
dwelling in the district plan will have a significant impact on
the land value. The annual rates of $7,721.49 would not
reflect the significantly reduced value of the property.

9. These costs, which would be incurred by the owner of the
property, are not warranted based on the absence of
historic heritage significance of the dwelling. HCC'’s
heritage fund does not cover reduced property value or
operational costs, is inadequate to meet the costs
associated with heritage protection and conservation and
is best spent on maintaining the City’s significant heritage
resources.

10. Deleting the dwelling from Schedule 8A will enable the
efficient use and development of natural and physical
resources by retaining the future development potential of
the site for residential intensification in accordance with its
zoning under the ODP. The site is potentially suitable for
four new homes under the ODP and likely more under the
forthcoming Plan Change 12.

11. A Certificate of Compliance has been granted by HCC
pursuant to s125 RMA for the removal/demolition of the
dwelling and garage (HCC reference
012.2022.00003973.001). It is therefore unlikely that the
dwelling will be retained regardless of whether it is
scheduled in the ODP.

Planning Maps

Planning Maps, Heritage
Item Reference: H179,
Ranking B

Oppose

Deleting the notation on the Planning Maps for H179 would be
consistent with the deletion of the Heritage Item from Schedule
8A which is appropriate for the reasons outlined in submission
1 above (points 1-11).

Delete the Built Heritage notation for
H179 at 2 Clifton Road from the
Planning Maps.




Chapter 19 — Historic Heritag

e

Policy 19.2.3c

Oppose in
Part

The policy should be amended so that it applies where sites
contain buildings or structures identified in Schedule 8A. If the
buildings or structures are not extant after being lawfully
removed (including by way of resource consent or a previously
granted certificate of compliance) then the sites would not have
any heritage values to retain, protect or enhance.

Amend Policy 19.2.3c to read:

“Subdivision and/or development of
the-sites which contain buildings or
structures identified in Schedule 8A
shall retain, protect and enhance the
heritage values of-any those
buildings or structures-listed-within
Schedule-8A, including by ensuring
that:

The proposal is compatible with
the sensitivity of the heritage
building or structure and its
setting and surroundings to
change and its capacity to
accommodate change without
compromising the heritage
values of the building or
structure;

The proposal is compatible with
the heritage values, including the
form, character, scale,
proportions, materials and
finishes; and

Subdivision and/or development
of the site-identified-in-Schedule
8A will not adversely affect the
visibility of the heritage building
or structure from public places;

. The resulting setting of the

building or structure is sufficient
to maintain or enhance the
heritage values.”

Rule 19.3(f)

Oppose in
Part

The rule should be amended so that it applies where sites
contain buildings or structures ranked B in Schedule 8A. If the

Amend Rule 19.3(f) to read:




buildings or structures are not extant after being lawfully
removed (including by way of resource consent or a previously
granted certificate of compliance) then the sites would not have
any heritage values and requiring resource consents for
accessory buildings and new buildings would be unnecessary
and inefficient.

“Accessory buildings or new
buildings within any seheduled-site
containing buildings or structures
ranked B”.

Rule 19.3(0) Oppose in | 1. The rule should be amended so that it applies where sites | Amend Rule 19.3(0) to read:
Part contain buildings or structures ranked A in Schedule 8A. If
the buildings or structures are not extant after being “Erecting, constructing or extending
lawfully removed (including by way of resource consent or | any structure-or fence on a site
a previously granted certificate of compliance) then the containing buildings or structures
sites would not have any heritage values and requiring ranked A”.
resource consents for structures or fences would be
unnecessary and inefficient.
2. Requiring resource consent for fences and structures is a
very onerous requirement which should only be applied to
sites containing the most significant heritage buildings and
structures in the City (i.e. the buildings and structures
ranked A).
3. ltis unclear what “structures” the rule is seeking to
manage.
Rule 19.3(q) Oppose in | The rule should be amended so that it applies where sites Amend Rule 19.3(q) to read:
Part contain buildings or structures ranked A or B in Schedule 8A. If
the buildings or structures are not extant after being lawfully “Signs on a site containing buildings
removed (including by way of resource consent or a previously | or structures ranked A or B (refer
granted certificate of compliance) then the sites would not have | also to Chapter 25.10: City-wide —
any heritage values and requiring resource consents for signs Signs)”.
would be unnecessary and inefficient.
Rule 19.6(a)(ii) Oppose in | 1. The rule should be amended so that it applies where sites | Amend Rule 19.6(a)(ii) to read:
Part contain buildings or structures ranked B in Schedule 8A. If

the buildings or structures are not extant after being
lawfully removed (including by way of resource consent or
a previously granted certificate of compliance) then the
sites would not have any heritage values and requiring
resource consents for accessory buildings and new
buildings would be unnecessary and inefficient.

2. The changes sought to this rule would be consistent with
the changes sought to Rule 19.3(f). See submission point
4 above.

“Accessory buildings or new
buildings within any scheduled-site
containing buildings or structures
ranked B”.




Rule 19.6(a)(vi)

Oppose in
Part

1. The rule should be amended so that it applies where sites
contain buildings or structures ranked A in Schedule 8A. If
the buildings or structures are not extant after being
lawfully removed (including by way of resource consent or
a previously granted certificate of compliance) then the
sites would not have any heritage values and requiring
resource consents for structures or fences would be
unnecessary and inefficient.

2. Requiring resource consent for fences and structures is a
very onerous requirement which should only be applied to
sites containing the most significant heritage buildings and
structures in the City (i.e. the buildings and structures
ranked A).

3. ltis unclear what “structures” the rule is seeking to
manage.

4. The changes sought to this rule would be consistent with
the changes sought to Rule 19.3(0). See submission point
5 above.

Amend Rule 19.6(a)(vi) to read:

“Erecting, constructing or extending
any structure-or fence on a site
containing buildings or structures
ranked A”.

Rule 19.6(a)(viil)

Oppose in
Part

1. The rule should be amended so that it applies where sites
contain buildings or structures ranked A or B in Schedule
8A. If the buildings or structures are not extant after being
lawfully removed (including by way of resource consent or
a previously granted certificate of compliance) then the
sites would not have any heritage values and requiring
resource consents for signs would be unnecessary and
inefficient.

2. The changes sought to this rule would be consistent with
the changes sought to Rule 19.3(q). See submission point
6 above.

Amend Rule 19.6(a)(viii) to read:

“Signs on a site containing buildings
or structures ranked A or B".

Chapter 25.3 — Signs

10.

Rule 25.10.3(f)

Oppose in
Part

The rule should be amended so that it applies where sites
contain historic heritage buildings in Schedule 8A. If the
buildings are not extant after being lawfully removed (including
by way of resource consent or a previously granted certificate
of compliance) then the sites would not have any heritage
values and requiring resource consents for signs would be
unnecessary and inefficient.

Amend Rule 25.10.3(f) to read:

“Low-intensity signs on sites
containing historic heritage buildings
and-sites in Volume 2, Appendix 8,
Schedule 8A and archaeological
and cultural sites in Volume 2,
Appendix 8, Schedule 8B (except
within the Major Facilities Zone —




Waikato Hospital Campus) where
Rule 25.10.5.11 is complied with”.

11.

Rule 25.10.5.11

Oppose in
Part

The rule should be amended so that it applies where sites

contain historic heritage buildings in Schedules 8A and 8B.

If the buildings are not extant after being lawfully removed
(including by way of resource consent or a previously
granted certificate of compliance) then the sites would not
have any heritage values and requiring resource consents
for signs would be unnecessary and inefficient.

The changes sought to this rule would be consistent with
the changes sought to Rule 25.10.3(f). See submission
point 10.

Amend Rule 25.10.5.11 to read:

“a. All signs shall be associated with
activity on the site.

b. Signs on sites containing historic
heritage buildings identified in
Schedule 8A and on sites in
Schedule 8B of Volume 2, Appendix
8: Historic Heritage shall comply
with the following standards:

10




Appendix B — Revised Draft Heritage Inventory Assessment Form for 2 Clifton Road (Received
from HCC on 11 July 2022)
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Hamilton City Council m Hamilton City Council
. Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

Heritage Inventory

Assessment Form Draft

2 Clifton Road

Hamilton Central, Hamilton

Figure 1: Residece at 2 Clifton Road.

1. Historical Summary

The following information is based on a range of sources, but primarily references Visit Hamilton's
online archives, and details a brief history of the establishment of the city generally:

The history of Hamilton and the surrounding area is dominated by the Waikato River, the city
and region’s defining geographical feature. Over thousands of years its altering course has
resulted in the creation of numerous lakes, such as Hamilton Lake, and deposits of silt have
built up the rich alluvial soils of the Waikato basin. Waikato's fertile soils have supported
human occupation since at least the 16th Century. Kirikiriroa (Hamilton) was one of several

Ngati Wairere settlements along the Waikato River. Other pa sites included Te Rapa and
Miropiko.



The first permanent European settlers arrived by river in 1864. The 4th Waikato Militia
Regiment landed at Kirikiriroa on 24 August and built redoubts on opposite sides of the river
at what are now the sites of St Peters Cathedral and the Hamilton East end of Bridge Street.

Initial growth of the settlement was slow and by 1868 the population consisted of only 250
people. For many years contact between the two communities (Hamilton East and Hamilton
West) was by punt and each had their own town board. But conditions slowly began to
improve. A railway station was opened at Frankton Junction in 1877 and the need to pool
resources for a traffic bridge linking Hamilton West and Hamilton East led to the
amalgamation of the town boards in the same year. I. R. Vialou was elected as the first mayor
of Hamilton Borough in 1878 and the following year the appropriately named Union Bridge
was opened.

Other elements of infrastructure steadily followed. In 1886 the Waikato Hospital Board was
formed. The streets of Hamilton were lit by gas in 1895 and the water works were completed
in 1903. The next year the telephone exchange opened with 39 subscribers.

By 1906 the population of Hamilton was more than 2100 with a further 800 people living

outside the boundary in Claudelands and Frankton. The borough of Hamilton continued to
expand, taking in Claudelands in 1912 and in 1917 amalgamating with that of Frankton - in
fact, the period around World War | became a boom time for Hamilton, with its population
swelling through its place as an important transport hub.

The central city area grew around Victoria Street, named after Queen Victoria, and acts as the
‘spine’ of the CBD which was an early commercial hub from as early as the late 19t century. Early
archival images show that the street, which was originally a conglomeration of one or two storey
timber framed structures erected after the 1864 military invasion, soon grew into a well-defined
central commercial precinct. As confidence in the area grew, larger structures of more permanent
construction began to appear in stone and concrete in the early 20t century.

Figure 2: Victoria Street, 1870's. Figure 3: Victoria Street, 1900.

Source: HCC Archives Source: HCC Archives
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Figure 4: Victoria Street, c.1919.
Source: HCC Archives
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Figure 6: Map of Frankton and the central section of Hamilton City, 1913.
Source: HCC Archives
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Clifton Road, which was originally called “Little London Street”, runs parallel with Victoria Street,
one block towards the river (northeast). The property at 2 Clifton Road was originally
encompassed within Allotment 21, at the southeast end of the street. The earliest available record
for Allotment 21 is an 1876 Crown Grant (SA12/219) to Thornton Howe, storekeeper, for all of the
allotments on the northeast side of the road, adjacent to the Waikato River, being Allotments 16-21
(Figure 7). In 1892, Howe conveyed Part Allotment 18, and Allotments 19-21 to Robert John Gwynne,
Clerk (SA64/238). Gwynne subsequently sold to James Ingram in 1907 (SA64/238). Ingram then
subdivided the property in 1911. Two plans for the subdivision were deposited in 1911, the first in
March (DP 6972) which was superseded by another in December (DP 7502, Figure 8).

Ingram conveyed Lots 1, 2 and 3 of his subdivision - at the intersection of Rostrevor Street and
Clifton Road - to James Treloar, engineer, in 1915 (SA238/5) following a re-survey of the three lots
(DP 10181, Figure 9). Historic newspaper archives indicate that Treloar was, for a time, the President
of the Waikato Winter Show Association. More than 150 recorded instances of Mr Treloar's name
being published in the local newspapers, indicate his importance to the area at the time.

Following Treloar's death, Lot 2, encompassing 2 Clifton Road, was sold to Francis Dewsbury
Pinfold (SA389/278) in 1945. Aerial photographs indicate that there were some small outbuildings
but no discernible dwelling on Lot 2 in 1943 (Figure 12), but that one had been built by 1948 (Figure 13),
suggesting that the extant dwelling was constructed for Pinfold after his purchase of the property
in 1945,

Pinfold studied medicine and surgery and, after graduating, was entered into the Medical Register
for the Dominion of New Zealand.! He served in the New Zealand armed forces as a Lieutenant
during WW!I? and is recorded as first purchasing property in Hamilton in 19253 He became a
Justice of the Peace* and Mayor of Hamilton from 1931 to 1933 (Figure 10, Figure 11), later serving on
the Hamilton Medical Board and examining the medical files of recruits for service during WWII>
He was asked to stand for the Hamilton electorate as a National Party Candidate in 1943°
Newspaper reports suggest that he and his wife continued to be active members of the Hamilton
community well into the 1960s.

! Lyttelton Times, 10 June 1916

2 New Zealand Times, 15 March 1917

3 Wakiato Times, 8 October 1925

4 Waikato Independent, 22 February 1930
> Te Awamutu Courier, 13 January 1941

6 Waikato Times, 17 June 1943
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Figure 7: The section of land owned by Howe in 1876. Figure 8: DP 7502 showing subdivision of Pt. Section 20
Allotment 21, which would come to encompass 2 Clifton and Section 21 by James Ingram, 1911. 2 Clifton Road is
Road, is outlined in red. encompassed within Lot 2 which is outlined in red.
Source: SA12/219 (1876) Source: LINZ
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Figure 9: DP 10181, showing the subdivision of Lots 1, 2 and 3 by Ingram, shortly before their sale to Treloar, 1915.
Source: LINZ
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ELECTORAL.

HAMILTON BOROUGH GOUNGIL.

ELECTION OF .'T\I-\YOH.
Pursuant of Section 32 of the Loeal
Elections and Polls Act 4925, 1
hereby give notice that at a Poll taken
on .the bLh May, 1931, the number of
votes received by each Candidate for

‘the -Offce of Mayor. for the Borough
of HamllT.Ol’l WwWas as follc\xq - .
FOW, John ‘Robert .....o...0. 2021
PINFOLD, TFrancis Dcwsbul‘y. 230.3
Informal _ 22
Total number -of voters .. 4340
And I hereby ‘declare’ the said

TRANCIS DEWSBURY PINFOLD lo

be duly elected to such .oflice. -
Dated this 8lh .day” of: May, 1931.
e WY LW ~\Dl’){'L,

. T BeLurmng Offlcer.

281
Figure 10: Election of F. D. Pinfold as Mayor of Hamilton.
Source: Waikato Times, 9 May 1931

Figure 12: Aerial photograph of Clifton Road, 1943,
showing some small outbuildings on the subject property
(outlined). Source: Retrolens

Dr. F. D. PINFOL.D

with Councillors and Candidates

Will Addressthe Public

on the above dates

WE, The Undersigned Councillors

have assured Dr. F. D. Pinfold Iast two years and ask the

of our loyal supporl. We pablic of Hamilion to give
have sat with him during him & further twa years as

the very difficult period of the Mayor te develop his policy.

Wm. BOURNE W. A. CURTEB
H. D. CARD A. ). DENZ

W. W. DILLICAR
F. J. FARRELL

H. M. HAMMOND
CARRICK NISBET

F. H. CLAPHAM. S V. TYLER

AT THE REQUEST OF TEN COUNCILLORS
AND MANY BURGESSES

ain [ stand for

PRUDENCE. - PRC*uRESS PROSPERITY

1 make no extravagant

e faithfully carried out the Borough affaivs during the past two difficull yea

Yours Faithfully,

FRANCIS DEWSBURY PINFOLD

Figure 11: F. D. Pinfold seeking re-election, 1933.
Source: Waikato Times, 29 April 1933

Figure 13: Aerial photograph of Clifton Road, 1948,
showing a house on the subject property (outlined).
Source: Retrolens

Pinfold progressively subdivided Lot 2: first in 1952 (following a survey in 1951, DPS 913), and again in
1973 (following a survey in 1972, DPS 17287), retaining the corner site for himself (Figure14). The
property was conveyed via transmission following Pinfold’'s death in 1976 (SA15B/1328). A number
of other conveyances occurred in late 20™ century, but none are of historic significance.

b Hamilton
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Figure 14: The section of land owned by Pinfold in 1973, Figure 15: Aerial of 2 Clifton Road.
the current site of the property at 2 Clifton Road. Source: HCC Aerials

Source: SA15B/1328 (1975)

2. Physical Description
2.1 Setting - Site Description

The site is located at the corner of Clifton Road and Rostrevor Street in Hamilton Central, just
southwest of the Waikato River. The surrounding area is a mix of residential and commercial
buildings. The building is visible from the street and is a landmark of sorts, being located on a
prominent corner site. Some vegetation to the perimeter of the buildings shelters it from certain
vantage points.

2.2 Property Details

Legal Description: Lot 2 DPS 17287
Parcel ID: 4409334

Current CT: SA15B/1328
2.3 Existing Listing/Scheduling Status

The place is not listed with Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT), nor is it currently
scheduled within Hamilton City Councils’ existing Heritage Inventory. There are currently no
recorded archaeological sites identified at 2 Clifton Road according to the ArchSite database,
however the site may have archaeological value which has not yet been identified. Any place
known to have been occupied prior to 1900 is automatically afforded protection under the
Heritage Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act (2014).

2.4 Description of Building or Structures

The dwelling at 2 Clifton Road was constructed in c.1945, and has features of the Arts and Crafts
and English Vernacular styles. In New Zealand, these styles became popular around the turn of
the twentieth century, and continued to be built into the 1930s and 40s. Buildings constructed in
the Arts and Crafts style were often grand in scale and built for the wealthy. Characteristics of the
Arts and Crafts style included darkly painted timber joinery and half-timbering, steeply pitched
roofs clad in Marseilles tiles, use of brick to the ground floor and rendered surfaces to the first floor

b Hamllton Cltv COUHC” Hamilton City Council Heritage Inventory - Revised Draft Issued June 2022 | 7 of 14
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(or rendered exterior entirely), and substantial chimneys. Buildings in the English Vernacular style
shared many of these features, particularly the tiled steeply-pitched roofs, and substantial
chimneys. However, the English Vernacular style often features a completely stuccoed exterior
without half timbering and with smaller multi-pane windows.

The house at 2 Clifton Road has many of the typical Arts and Crafts features, including steeply
pitched tiled roofs, half timbering to the gable ends, tall chimneys, and darkly painted joinery. Like
houses in the English Vernacular style, both storeys are rendered in stucco.

The windows are timber framed throughout with lozenge glazing panes and supporting lead
cames. Larger windows have projecting timber sills. There are decorative and coloured lead light
windows to the ground floor. The upper floor has a projecting bay to the front elevation,
supporting by plain timber supports creating a robust porch over the main entrance. Door-ways
have clay tiled and tiered thresholds.

Along with faux half timbering and other Arts and Crafts style detailing, the front elevation
incorporates French windows with a canopy roof which is supported on large timber brackets. The
French doors are offset to the centre line of the gable above which may have been done to create
a hand crafted or narrative appeal to the elevation. The side door to the property is not restored
and has handmade dagger hinges which may be original.

Single storey additions have been made to the dwelling at the rear. Some effort has been made
to execute these additions in keeping with the original style of the dwelling, although the ways
that the additions intersect with the original building and the roofing materials used, in particular,
mean that these additions are legible. To the north west of the property is a large more modern
extension. The garage to the south is also of later construction. An outbuilding visible in the 1948
aerial photograph, north of the house, has since been removed, likely to accommodate the
extensions at the rear.

The dwelling is an unusually late example of an Arts and Crafts style building, and suggests that
the Pinfolds, for whom it was constructed, specifically requested that the house be designed in
this style, although there is no documentary research to confirm this.

3. Evaluation

3.1 Assessment Criteria - Level of Significance

The following levels of significance have been used in this assessment and are mainly derived from
the rankings within section 8.1.2 of the Hamilton City Council District Plan. Significance is ranked
against the following qualities: Associative value, historical pattern, style/design/type, designer or
builder, rarity, integrity, setting, landmark, continuity, group, technological, human
occupation/activities and events, existing HNZPT listing, cultural, and scientific value.

a) Outstanding - The item has outstanding overall value in respect of the criteria considered
and has national significance to that specific criterion

b) High - The item has high overall value in respect of the criteria considered and has regional
significance to that specific criterion

c) Moderate - The item has moderate overall value in respect of the criteria considered and has
local significance to that specific criterion

d) Low - The item has lower overall value in respect of the criteria considered and may have
local significance to that specific criterion
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e) None - The item has no overall value in respect of the criteria considered, nor does it have any
geographic significance to that specific criterion

f) Unknown - The item may have heritage significance, but, due to limited current knowledge
and pending further investigation or research, the exact significance of the place is currently
unknown, e.g. future archaeological assessment for pre-1900 activity at a place.

a. Historic Qualities

i. Associative Value - The historic
place has a direct association
with or relationship to, a person,
group, institution, event, or
activity that is of historical
significance to Hamilton, the
Waikato, or New Zealand.

ii. Historical Pattern: - The
historic place is associated with
important patterns of local,
regional, or national history,
including develooment and
settlement patterns, early or
important transportation routes,
social or economic trends and
activities.

Level of Significance: Moderate

Explanation: The property has some historic significance
for its connection with James Treloar, a well-known
individual in the Hamilton community at the time. More
importantly, however, the dwelling at 2 Clifton Road has
moderate significance for its association with Dr. F. D.
Pinfold, Mayor of Hamilton from 1931 to 1933 who worked
as a doctor in Hamilton for several decades and who was,
along with his wife, very active in the Hamilton
community.

Level of Significance: Low

Explanation: 2 Clifton Road has some significance with
regard to historic patterns in the region. The property was
subdivided from a larger lot, as was common practice in
the early to mid-1900's and was then sold off in smaller
individual lots whereby owners would build dwellings in
the style of the time. Unusually, the dwelling has been
executed in a style that was past its popularity by the time
of its construction, going against some established
historical patterns.

b. Physical/ Aesthetic / Architectural Qualities

i. Style/Design/Type: The style of
the historic place is
representative of a significant
development period in the city,
region, or the nation. The historic
place has distinctive or special
attributes of an aesthetic or
functional nature which may
include its design, form, scale,
materials, style, ornamentation,
period, craftsmanship, or other
design element.

h Hamilton
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Level of Significance: Moderate

Explanation: 2 Clifton Road is of moderate architectural
significance as a well-executed example of the Arts and
Crafts style integrating elements of the English Vernacular.
The building has the typical features of an Arts and Crafts
dwelling, including steeply pitched roofs with tile cladding,
half timbering, substantial chimneys, and darkly painted
joinery. Like the typical English Vernacular house, the
dwelling is clad entirely in stucco.

Arguably, the most unusual aspect of the building’s design
is the time at which it was built, being 10-20 years after
the peak of both the Arts and Crafts and English
Vernacular styles in New Zealand.

Level of Significance: Unknown
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ii. Designer or Builder: The Explanation: Neither the architect, nor the builder, of the
architect, designer, engineer, or dwelling are known. However, the style of the building,
builder for the historic place was @ combined with the size of the dwelling, the age of

a notable practitioner or made a | construction, and the owners at the time, all strongly
significant contribution to the suggest that there was a designer involved.

city, region or nation, and the

place enlarges understanding of

their work.

iii. Rarity: The place or elements Level of Significance: Moderate
of it are unique, uncommon, or

rare at a local, regional, or Explanation: 2 Clifton Road is a good example of the Arts
national level, or in relation to and Crafts architectural style, integrating elements of the
particular historic themes. English Vernacular, constructed noticeably after these

styles had fallen out of fashion. While there have been
additions to the rear of the property, the street facing
elevations appear to be largely unmodified, conferring
moderate rarity value.

iv. Integrity: The place has Level of Significance: Moderate

integrity, retaining significant

features from its time of Explanation: The dwelling at 2 Clifton Road has moderate
construction, or later periods authenticity. While there have been notable additions to
when important modifications or | the house at the rear, these are not highly visible or
additions were carried out. dominant aspects of the overall building composition,

and the street facing elevations of the original dwelling, in
particular, appear to have few modifications. The dwelling
retains the significant features from the time of its
construction.

c. Context or Group Qualities

i. Setting: The physical and visual = Level of Significance: Moderate
character of the site or setting is
of importance to the value of the | Explanation: The property was subdivided from a larger

place and extends its lot, as was common practice in the early to mid-1900’s,

significance. however the property at 2 Clifton Road has moderate
setting significance locally due to its siting on a prominent
corner.

ii. Landmark: The historic place is = Level of Significance: Low

an important visual landmark or

feature. Explanation: The property at 2 Clifton Road has some
landmark significance locally due to its siting on a
prominent corner. The property is visually distinctive.
However, it is also partially obscured by substantial
planting.

iii. Continuity: The historic place Level of Significance: Moderate
makes an important
contribution to the continuity or | Explanation: The dwelling at 2 Clifton Road makes a

character of the street, contribution to the established built character of the
neighbourhood, areq, or street. It provides evidence of bespoke residential
landscape. development in this part of Hamilton. The place has
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iv. Group: The historic place is
part of a group or collection of
places which together have a
coherence because of such
factors as history, age,
appearance, style, scale,
materials, proximity or use,
landscape or setting which,
when considered as a whole,
amplify the heritage values of
the place, group and landscape
or extend its significance.

d. Technological Qualities

i. Technological - The historic
place demonstrates innovative
or important methods of
construction, or technical
achievement, contains unusual
construction materials, is an
early example of the use of a
particular construction
technique or has potential to
contribute information about
technological or engineering
history.

e. Archaeological Qualities

i. Human, Occupation, Activities
or Events: The potential of the
historic place to define or
expand knowledge of earlier
human occupation, activities or
events through investigation
using archaeological methods.

ii. HNZPT: The place is registered
by Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga or scheduled in
the District Plan for its
archaeological values, or is
recorded by the New Zealand
Archaeological Association Site
Recording Scheme, or is an
‘archaeological site’ as defined

h Hamilton
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moderate continuity value for its contribution to the
character of the street and surrounding local areaq,
although this has changed over time with various
subdivisions made to the property.

Level of Significance: Low

Explanation: The dwelling at 2 Clifton Road has some
group value as one of a small number of remaining Arts
and Crafts dwellings in the Hamilton area. It has no
particular group value in the context of Clifton Road or
Rostrevor Street.

Level of Significance: Low

Explanation: 2 Clifton Road has some technological
significance for its standard craftsmanship and use of
materials for the time period in which it was constructed.

Level of Significance: Unknown

Explanation: The area is known to have been occupied
prior to 1900 and therefore may have some

archaeological significance. The place is not registered on
the ArchSite database.

Level of Significance: None

Explanation: 2 Clifton Road is not listed as a historic place
with HNZPT.
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by the Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga Act 2014.

f. Cultural Qualities

i. Cultural: The historic place is Level of Significance: None

important as a focus of cultural

sentiment or is held in high Explanation: The dwelling at 2 Clifton Road has no known
public esteem; it significantly cultural value beyond its significance to the descendants
contributes to community of people who have lived there, and its contribution to the
identity or sense of place or historical continuity of this part of Hamilton.

provides evidence of cultural or
historical continuity. The historic
place has symbolic or
commemorative significance to
people who use or have used it
or to the descendants of such
people. The interpretative
capacity of the place can
potentially increase
understanding of past lifestyles
or events.

g. Scientific Qualities

i. Scientific: The potential for the | Level of Significance: Low
historic place to contribute

information about a historic Explanation: The place has some potential to contribute
figure, event, phase, or activity. to information about the design and construction of Arts
The degree to which the historic | and Crafts residential dwellings in the early to mid-20%
place may contribute further century.

information and the importance,
rarity, quality, or
representativeness of the data
involved. The potential for the
place to contribute further
information that may provide
knowledge of New Zealand
history.

3.2 Assessed Significance

Using the levels of significance outlined in Section 31, the place is considered to have the following
heritage significance in relation to the established criteria:

a) Historic Qualities: Moderate
b) Physical/Aesthetic / Architectural Qualities: Moderate
c) Context or Group Values: Moderate
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d) Technological Qualities: Low

e) Archaeological Qualities: Unknown
f) Cultural Qualities: None
g) Scientific Qualities: Low

3.3 Scheduling Details

Plan Ranking A: Historic places of highly significant heritage value include those assessed as being
of outstanding or high value in relation to one or more of the criteria and are considered to be of
outstanding or high heritage value locally, regionally, or nationally.

Plan Ranking B: Historic places of significant heritage value include those assessed as being of
high or moderate value in relation to one or more of the heritage criteria and are considered to be
of value locally or regionally.

It is recommmended that 2 Clifton Road be scheduled in Plan Ranking: Category B.
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Appendix C — Heritage Peer Review, 2 Clifton Road, Hamilton (Dr Ann McEwan, Heritage
Consultancy Services)
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Heritage Review
Hamilton City Council Plan Change 9 Historic Heritage & Natural
Environment

Former Pinfold house, 2 Clifton Road, Hamilton
Proposed Category B

Prepared for: Eion Hall
Prepared by: Dr Ann McEwan, Principal, Heritage Consultancy Services

25 July 2022

HERITAGE
CONSULTANCY
SERVICES



The Brief

To review the draft Heritage Assessment Report for the dwelling located at 2 Clifton Road, Hamilton in
order to assess whether or not the building possesses significant historic heritage value and therefore
merits scheduling on the Hamilton District Plan.

The Author

Dr Ann McEwan is an independent heritage consultant with over 30 years’ experience in the historic
heritage sector. She lectured in Art and Architectural History at the University of Waikato for ten years
before establishing Heritage Consultancy Services in 2006. Since then she has been engaged by
government departments, territorial authorities, mana whenua and private property owners to provide
heritage planning assessment, policy and management advice, and to peer review the work of other
professionals in the field.

Dr McEwan has undertaken heritage assessment work in relation to the district plan reviews of Thames-
Coromandel, Waikato, Selwyn, Timaru, Waimakariri, Gore and Kaipara District Councils, and Nelson City
Council. In 2014-2015 she peer reviewed built heritage statements of significance for the Christchurch City
Council district plan review. Ann has served on the Auckland Council (2010-17) and Hamilton City Council
(2014-16) Heritage Advisory Panels and was a member of the Waipa Heritage Kaitiaki Working Group
(2017-18). She is a member of ICOMOS NZ and in 2015-16 and 2021 was a Professional Teaching Fellow
in the School of Architecture & Planning at the University of Auckland.

The Backdrop

The building is not currently scheduled by Hamilton City Council or listed by Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga. After input from the property owner and Heritage Consultancy Services, the heritage inventory
assessment form for 2 Clifton Road was revised for HCC by WSP [report dated June 2022]. The following
commentary refers to both versions of the council heritage record.
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Review of Draft Heritage Inventory Assessment Form Report [undated & revised]

The following comments relate to the initial report tendered to the property owner by HCC and [text in italics]
the revised report that was produced following input from the property’s owner and Heritage Consultancy
Services.

1] Historic aerials [see below] show no house on the subject lot in 1943; the house was however extant by
1948. The site appears to have been the garden of 4 Clifton Road, which is where James Treloar lived until
his death in April 1945. Treloar’s death and the sale of the lot that became #2, accords with the assessment
report's account of the ownership of the site by Dr FD Pinfold; the late 1940s date of the house’s
construction is also supported by the oral history information provided by the previous owner and current
neighbour of 2 Clifton Road. The historic association with James Treloar is therefore of little import to the
subject dwelling.

The revised report has accepted the later construction date established by the historic sources provided to
council.

New Zealand, City & Area Directories, 1866-1954

1933 » Wise's New Zealand Post Office Directory
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Figure 1: 1933 street directory showing that the residence of James Treloar was located at 4 Clifton Road.

New Zealand, City & Area Directories, 1866-1954
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Figure 2: 1942 street directory has 4 Clifton Road as the first residential property in the street.
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Figure 3: Historic aerial dated 1943. The image appears to show one or more outbuildings on the corner lot. Retrolens.

Figure 4: Historic aerial dated 1948. The house at 2 Clifton Road is now extant. Retrolens.
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2] A 1981 aerial does not include the rear wing [east elevation] of the house, indicating that it is a modern
addition; as you can tell from its roofing etc. The addition appears to have involved the demolition/removal
of a stand-alone building [garage?] on the northern boundary of the property. These changes undermine,
to some extent, the historic integrity of the dwelling.

The revised report acknowledges the modern addition to the building.

Figure 5: The historic aerial taken in 1981 shows the house has yet to be extended to the rear/east. Retrolens.

3] Dr Francis Dewsbury Pinfold — the first owner/occupier of the house - was Mayor of Hamilton between
May 1931 and May 1933. This endows some social history interest upon the subject house but | do not
believe it has moderate or high significance as a result, given that Pinfold lived elsewhere when he was
mayor and thus the house, which didn’t exist in the early 1930s, cannot have been the venue for mayoral
gatherings etc.

4] Electoral rolls and street directories indicate that Dr FD and Claudine Pinfold lived in Victoria Street
before they built the Clifton Road house. While | cannot say for certain when the house was built, it was
certainly extant by 1948 [see above]. Incidentally, by 1953-54 the Treloar house at #4 had been converted
to flats.
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New Zealand, Electoral Rolls, 1853-1981 for Francis Dewsbury Pinfold

1946 > Walkato > Hamilton
0079 —-Pilkington. Richard Nathaniel, Knighton Road, engineer,
90RO —Pilkington, Sarvah, Knighton Romd, married.
0081 —Pilkinton, Elsie Maude, 98 Anglesea Street, married.
9OR2~Pilkinton, William James, 9398 Anglesea Street, grocer.,
a0R2 _Pinfold. Claudine Heather, Victorin Street, married.
9084 -Pinfold, Francis Dewsbury, Victoria Street, medical practitioner,

e = Dindald Woadeiols Tlanes 10 Voeton Roaad  coommamaveial travallae

New Zealand, Electoral Rolls, 1853-1981 for Francis Dewsbury Pinfold

1954 > Walkato > Hamilton
11995— Pilkington, Sarah, 201 Clyde Street, married.
11996— Pilling, Raymond Spencer, 68 Commerce St., company m. nager.
11997— Pinfold, Claudine Heather, enr. Clifton Road and Rostrevor St.,
married. i, L . Gk i

Figure 6: Electoral ;olls; from 1946 [above] and 1954 [below] showing the Pinfolds in residence in Victoria Stre-et and then at the corner
of Clifton Road and Rostrevor Street.

5] Clifton Road was named in 1910 — having previously been called Little London Street. There were people
living in the road by 1910 — but not the Pinfolds until many years later.

6] In the HCC assessment form pages 1-3 inclusive are largely irrelevant, apart from the photograph of the
house on page 1. That is to say, these pages do not provide any information that informs or supports
heritage scheduling of the house at 2 Clifton Road.

7] The most relevant information provided in the assessment is that the property was owned by Dr FD
Pinfold between 1945 and 1976. Based on the information | have collated, | consider there is robust and
reliable evidence to support a date of the late 1940s for the house, which was therefore built for Francis
and Claudine Pinfold. None of the survey maps in the assessment report provide particularly useful
information and, as above, the obituary for James Treloar at the foot of page 6 is largely irrelevant to the
history and heritage value of the house.

The survey plans have been reduced in number and the Treloar obituary has been removed and two
newspaper clippings concerning Dr Pinfold have been added to the report.

8] Having inaccurately deduced the date of construction, the report then draws the wrong conclusions as
to the nature of the design of the house. As a mid-20™ century dwelling the house is something of a throw-
back to the Arts and Crafts movement but it could be said to fit within the English Cottage style rubric, as
defined by Jeremy Salmond in his seminal book Old New Zealand Houses. In this case the oral history
provided by the previous owner and current neighbour explains the styling of the home, due to the Pinfolds’
apparent desire to reference a historic style of domestic architecture that was represented by a postcard in
their possession.

The report now accepts a mid-century date of construction for the house but at 2.4 Description of Building
or Structures there is a conflict between the assertion that the Arts and Crafts and English Vernacular styles
were still popular in the 1930s and 1940s [p. 7] and the later statement that 2 Clifton Road is ‘an unusually
late example of an Arts and Crafts style building’ [p. 8].

9] The assessment has been based on the criteria in the operative district plan, as is appropriate and would
be expected. Due to the incorrect historic information that has been compiled, however, the level of
significance ascribed to the house under the various criteria cannot be substantiated. The house has no
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association with James Treloar, the relevant historic pattern would be the mid-century residential
development of central Hamilton, and the house’s value as an Arts and Crafts house needs to be seen in
the context of its late 1940s date of construction. | cannot find any information about an architect or builder
and therefore, as in the assessment, no significance can be ascribed to such person[s].

In the revised report the house is still assessed as having ‘Moderate’ Associative Value in relation to James
Treloar, an assessment that cannot be supported in relation to the house, which is the item proposed for
scheduling. Perhaps in response to its later construction date, the house is now considered to have ‘Low’
significance under the Historical Pattern sub-criterion [p. 9].

10] The rarity of a late 1940s Arts and Crafts style house in Hamilton is not established by the assessment;
| would dispute that it could be without exhaustive research. The assessment overlooks the addition to the
rear of the house in terms of the building’s rarity and integrity. The house, as regards setting, simply shows
that residential development was still occurring in Clifton Road in the mid-20™ century. | would agree with
the assessment that the house has some landmark/contextual value because of its corner siting and
distinctive design and roofing material. Similarly | agree with the statement provided at Continuity [p. 10],
but this criterion alone is not enough to establish robustly and defensibly that the house merits scheduling.

The ‘Moderate’ level of Style/Design/Type significance is now partly attributed to the post-peak popularity
of the style of the house, although the mid-century vintage of the building arguably means that it is not
‘representative of a significant development period in the city, region, or the nation’. The ‘Rarity’ value of
the house is now assessed as being ‘Moderate’, this represents a reduction in significance that undermines
the overall value of the building.

11] The statement about ‘high’ Group significance is not established by the report and | would dispute that
there is a recognised and coherent group of Arts and Crafts houses in Hamilton that would constitute a
group, of which 2 Clifton would then supposedly be an important member. Proximity is included in the
criterion description, which cannot be argued for this dwelling within the context of Clifton Road and
Rostrevor Streets.

The ‘Group’ value is now assessed as being ‘Low’ [p. 11], further diminishing the importance of the dwelling
within the city’s historic housing stock.

12] Reviewing the Assessment rankings summarised at the top of p. 12, | would assign moderate/low
significance for Historic values (based on the house’s association with Dr Pinfold), moderate/low for
Architectural and Contextual values, and low or nil for the remaining criteria. Consequently, | do not consider
that the threshold for a B ranking, which denotes significant heritage value based on high or moderate value
in one or more of the criteria, has been met by the HCC draft assessment.

The revised report now assesses the house as having ‘Moderate’ significance in just three categories
[Historic, Physical & Group] and Low, None or Unknown values in four. The ‘significant heritage value’ of
the house remains unsubstantiated in my opinion.
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Conclusion

The revised draft heritage assessment of 2 Clifton Road has addressed some of the comments provided
to HCC by the owner and his consultants; nevertheless the report still fails to substantiate a level of historic
heritage significance that would merit scheduling in the Hamilton District Plan.

In my professional opinion the dwelling located at 2 Clifton Road is an attractive mid-century house that
was once the home of Dr FD and Claudine Pinfold. Although Dr Pinfold was a former Mayor of Hamilton,
the house has insufficient intrinsic significance to meet the criteria for scheduling on the Hamilton District
Plan.

e
AT

Dr Ann McEwan
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