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INTRODUCTION

1. My full name is Elise Natalie Caddigan. | am a Principal Planner (Heritage)
employed by Hamilton City Council (Council). | am providing expert
evidence on the Built Heritage (BH) topic for Proposed Plan Change 9 (PC9)
on behalf of Council. | have a Masters degree in Museum and Heritage
Studies, a Postgraduate Diploma in History, and a Bachelor of Arts in
History and Anthropology. | have been employed in Council’s Urban and

Spatial Planning Unit since March 2023.

2. | have 14 years’ experience working in the field of historic heritage, and
specifically BH. My technical knowledge and competencies include acting
as an expert witness, providing specialist advice through the resource
consent process; surveying and identification of historic heritage,
researching and writing historic heritage evaluations, and preparing
documentation for plan changes, resource consent hearings, disputes and
Environment Court appeals in the area of BH. | am a full member of the
Professional Historians’ Association of New Zealand/Aotearoa,
International Council On Monuments and Sites New Zealand and regional
representative for Documentation and Conservation of buildings, sites and

neighbourhoods of the Modern Movement New Zealand.

3. | have been involved with PC9 since April 2023 when | was appointed as
expert for the BH topic. | have led the expert review of submissions which
has included verifying information, additional research, site visits and

recommendations.

4, | was Council’'s BH expert for PC9 Hearing Two in November 2023. My
evidence for this hearing covered the recommended removal of 33 notified
BH places, the assessment of and recommendation to include one BH
interior, proposed historic heritage management mechanisms and

methodology discussion.



5. | participated in expert conferencing in November 2023. This conferencing
resulted in the PC9 Panel’s issuing of Interim Guidance #1 on 27 November
2023 for BH assessment methodology and informed Council’s next steps in
this topic.

CODE OF CONDUCT

6. I am familiar with the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses (Environment

Court Practice Note 2023) and although | note this is a Council hearing, |
agree to comply with this code. The evidence | will present is within my
area of expertise, except where | state that | am relying on information
provided by another party. | have not knowingly omitted facts or

information that might alter or detract from opinions | express.

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

10.

| provide a background to the BH methodology and outline the salient

points to describe the journey from pre-notification to present.

A brief discussion of Council’s recategorisation exercise and categorisation
report, noting the 54 BH categorisation records supporting those notified
places found to meet the threshold as “high” or “outstanding” significance

are attached as Appendix 1.

| provide recommendations on the six contested notified and recategorised
BH places where a submission has sought the removal of the place from
Schedule 8A of Council’s Operative District Plan (ODP) as directed by Panel
Direction #21 (14 December 2023).

| provide a recommendation on submissions seeking inclusion of places as

BH to Schedule 8A of Council’s ODP.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

I was not involved in the preparation or notification of PC9, which predated
my commencement with Council in March 2023. | began leading the PC9
BH topic expert review in April 2023 and acted as Council’s topic expert in
Hearing Two and expert conferencing November 2023. | project managed
and approved Council’s technical response to the recategorisation exercise

which followed the Panel’s interim guidance on assessment methodology.

| recommend that based on the recategorisation exercise 53! notified BH
places are retained in Schedule 8A for the reasons outlined in my evidence

at paragraphs 33-41 and within Appendix 1 to my evidence.

Five of these places remain contested and | address these within my

evidence at paragraphs 46-93 and within Appendix 2 to my evidence.

In addition to the BH places | have recommended for scheduling, four
submitters seek their properties be included as BH in Schedule 8A. 9 Weka
Street, Frankton, Hamilton has an individual and group submission. It was
recategorised via the Waikato Heritage Group’s (WHG) categorisation
report and for clarity | have considered it as one of the WHG proposed BH

places in this evidence.

Upon review of Ms Matthew’s BH assessment and categorisation report
for 121 Maeroa Road, Maeroa, Hamilton, | concur that this place meets the

threshold for inclusion in Schedule 8A as a Category B place.

Council produced BH assessments for the two other properties. Both were

found to meet the threshold for inclusion as Category B places and were

! Note that 11-13, 15-17 and 19-21 Pinfold Avenue (H268, H269, H270, H271, H272 and H273)
were notified as six individual places. The categorisation report combined the three duplexes
into one BH place. Refer to Evidence in Chief, Attachment 1 of Hamilton City Council’s PC9 BH
topic Planning expert, Ms Galt for this update. B Block, Waikato University (H314) has a
categorisation record in Appendix 1 but is no longer pursued as it is currently under demolition.



17.

included in Appendix B of Council’s categorisation report filed 1 March

2024. The assessments are within Appendix 4 to my evidence.

The WHG proposed approximately 194 additional BH places, revised to 77
BH places in their shortlist. BH assessments have been received for 40
places and upon review | provisionally support 18 as meeting the threshold

for inclusion in Schedule 8A as a BH place.

METHODOLOGY BACKGROUND

18.

19.

20.

The BH topic within PC9 identifies new buildings and structures with
historic heritage value to be added to Schedule 8A in Appendix 8 of the
ODP, maps the Appendix 8, Schedule 8A buildings and structures and
amends the ODP provisions to appropriately manage the effects of
subdivision, use and development on BH (buildings and structures) in

Chapter 19 of the ODP.2

In the resource management context, the recognition of historic heritage
and the national importance of its protection is found in s 6(f) of the

Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) which provides:

6 Matters of national importance

In achieving the purpose of this Act, all persons exercising functions
and powers under it, in relation to managing the use, development,
and protection of natural and physical resources, shall recognise and
provide for the following matters of national importance:

(f) the protection of historic heritage from inappropriate
subdivision, use, and development:3

The identification of historic heritage is governed by the definition of

‘Historic Heritage’ set out in s 2 of the RMA which provides:

2 Opening Legal Submissions on Behalf of Hamilton City Council: Session 2 Topics, 1 November
2023, p. 2.
3 Resource Management Act 1991, Section 6(f).



21.

22.

23.

historic heritage—

(a) means those natural and physical resources that contribute to an
understanding and appreciation of New Zealand’s history and
cultures, deriving from any of the following qualities:

(i) archaeological:

(i) architectural:

(iii) cultural:

(iv) historic:

(v) scientific:

(vi) technological; and
(b) includes—

(i) historic sites, structures, places, and areas; and

(i) archaeological sites; and

(iii) sites of significance to Maori, including wahi tapu; and

(iv) surroundings associated with the natural and physical
resources®

The PC9 BH topic has prompted some discussion and a proposed revision
of the methodology for heritage assessments as set out in section 8-1
“Assessment of Historic Buildings and Structures” of Appendix 8 of the
ODP. A brief recap of this background is useful to inform the Panel of the

methodology | have applied to my assessments.

Section 8-1 of Appendix 8 of Council’s ODP currently outlines the
assessment of historic buildings and structures. This includes the rankings
of significance and assessment criteria. These criteria were established via

the 2012 district plan review process which was made operative in 2017.

WSP were engaged by Council in July 2021 to undertake a technical review
and assessment of heritage places in Hamilton. Prior to commencing the
review WSP developed an assessment and recording framework for the
significance criteria and rating system that would be used.> WSP notes that
their framework is derived and adapted from Appendix 8A [sic] of the

oDp.®

4 Resource Management Act 1991, Section 2(1), “historic heritage” (a) and (b).

5 WSP, “Hamilton City Council Heritage Inventory Review”, 31 March 2022, paragraphs 4.0-1,

p.7. Note that Section 2 of the report gives the full background to this part of the exercise.
6 The reference to 8A is assumed a typo.



24. WSP’s review began with two Council-provided lists of potential BH
properties which were consolidated into one long list of 551. WSP then
undertook a desktop screening utilising multiple resources and categorised
the properties into one of three groups: “go”, “hold” and “no go”.”

25. Sections 8-1.1 and 8-1.2 of Appendix 8 of the ODP merge the plan rankings
and heritage assessment criteria thresholds with a geographical context,
making it difficult to determine the overall rank category of the place when
assessing BH. This is compounded by inconsistencies in the “high” and
“moderate” qualifiers across the heritage assessment criteria explanatory
text.®

26. WSP’s adapted assessment criteria and ratings went further and directly
linked heritage value with geographic descriptors, for example:®

Outstanding — The item has outstanding overall value in respect of the
criteria considered and has national significance to that specific
criterion.
High - The item has high overall value in respect of the criteria
considered and has regional significance to that specific criterion.
Moderate — The item has moderate overall value in respect of the
criteria considered and has local significance to that specific
criterion.1?
27. Multiple submissions to the PC9 BH topic expressed concern with the

methodology used to assess and ascribe value to notified BH places.'!

Common themes include the bespoke rating system established by WSP, a

7 WSP, “Inventory Review”, March 2022, paragraphs 4.1-2, pg. 11.

8 Refer to paragraphs 48-61 of my Hearing Two Evidence in Chief for a full explanation.

9 WSP, “Inventory Review”, March 2022, paragraph 2.2, pg. 8.

10 My underlining.

11 For example: Submission #428 on Proposed Plan Change 9 (Historic Heritage and Natural
Environments) to the Hamilton City Operative District Plan by Kainga Ora Homes and
Communities, paragraphs 21-22, pp. 7-8; Submission #373 Benjamin Alexander Senior;
Submission #98 Raymond Noel Mudford; Submission #388 Property Council New Zealand,
Logan Rainey, paragraphs 5.3-8, pp. 3-4.



28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

lack of consistency across the assessments and the use of “moderate” as

the threshold to reach inclusion as a Category B BH place.

Recognising this, my PC9 Hearing Two evidence addressed section 8-1 of
Appendix 8 of the ODP and recommended a detailed review with

suggestions for utilising the uncontested elements of Appendix 8.

During Hearing Two Council tabled a revised version of section 8-1 of
Appendix 8. This resulted in Panel Direction #19 (7 November 2023)

requiring expert conferencing on the methodology related to BH.

Two expert conferencing sessions were held on 16 and 23 November 2023.
The Joint Witness Statement (JWS) was filed 24 November 2023 with

expert agreement on most matters.

The Panel issued Interim Guidance #1 on 27 November 2023. Attachment
1 of the guidance adopted the expert revisions to section 8-1 appended to
the JWS with one minor amendment. This updated the rankings of
significance, assessment criteria and introduced a note that existing

guidance documents could be used to inform evaluation.

Importantly, the interim guidance states that BH candidates for inclusion
in PC9’s Schedule 8A should be assessed in accordance with Attachment 1.
The overall qualifying ranking threshold to be gained is either Outstanding

Significance or High Significance.!?

CATEGORISATION REPORT

33.

The memorandum of Counsel on behalf of Council (13 December 2023)
sought procedural directions recognising the shift in BH assessment

methodology resulting from the Panel’s interim guidance.

12 pC9 Hearing Panel Interim Guidance #1, 27 November 2023, paragraph [15].



34.

35.

36.

37.

The memorandum proposed reassessing Council’s notified PC9 BH places
in accordance with the interim guidance.!> Once reassessed, Council

would identify which BH places it intends to pursue and not pursue.

Counsel’s memorandum allowed for a submitter to ‘sponsor’ a BH place no
longer pursued by Council and sought a position from submitters on BH

places still pursued.*

Panel Direction #21 (14 December 2023) considered Counsel’s request
appropriate and among other directions endorsed the preparation of a
categorisation report by Council and any submitter seeking inclusion of
additional BH places.’® Submitters who wished to take a position on a
particular BH place referred to in the categorisation report must advise the

Panel:16

a)  Of the BH items no longer pursued by HCC, whether that submitter

continues to support its inclusion in Schedule 8A;

b)  Of the BH items which HCC continues to pursue, whether that
submitter continues to oppose or support its inclusion in Schedule

8A.

Council employed Carolyn O’Neil, of architectural and building
conservation consultancy, The Heritage Studio (THS) to assist with
undertaking this categorisation work. The project brief required a desk-top
review and recategorisation of approximately 150 of WSP’s Inventory
Assessment Forms (WSP IAF) using the revised heritage assessment

criteria, scale, and descriptors, and the revised threshold based on the

13 Memorandum of Counsel on behalf of HCC, 13 December 2023, paragraph 9.
4 MoC on behalf of HCC, 13 December 2023, paragraph 15.

15 PC9 Panel Direction #21, 14 December 2023, paragraphs 4 and 5.

16 pC9 Panel Direction #21, paragraph 2(d).



38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43,

interim guidance. The full background of the exercise is within the covering

memo in Appendix 1.

Council’s recategorisation approach embedded a comparative analysis
exercise to be undertaken by issuing the WSP IAFs to THS in 15 staged
tranches based on building type or style. This enabled a general overview
and high-level comparison of all places of the same (or similar) type or style

to be carried out.’

THS’s review of notified BH places also acted as a peer review of heritage
qualities to better align Council’s position with the heritage expert

agreements in the JWS.

Recognising that the place-based approach is good heritage practice, the
recategorisation exercise noted an extent of place on record forms for
those places that met the revised threshold. Where possible, exclusions
were also identified. | collaborated closely with THS on this process
including reviewing all draft records and approving each final

recategorisation record.

Council’s categorisation report was filed on 1 March 2024 confirming in
Appendix B 55 notified BH places meeting the revised threshold of “high”

and “outstanding” to pursue.

Two submitters also filed categorisation reports: WHG and The Kellaway
Family Trust. The WHG’s categorisation report confirmed they continued

to pursue approximately 139 proposed BH places.

The Kellaway Family Trust are represented by Jane Matthews of specialist

architectural conservation practice Matthew and Matthews Architects and

7 Memo, “Plan Change 9 BH — Review and recategorisation”, Carolyn O’Neil, 5 March 2024, p. 2
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continue to pursue the scheduling of proposed BH place “Kellaway

Residence” at 121 Maeroa Road, Maeroa, Hamilton.

44. As per paragraph 2(d) of Direction #21 WHG filed expert evidence on 22
March 2024 responding to Council’s categorisation report. The summary
of this report concludes that two of Council’s pursued BH places are
supported by WHG, and of the places no longer being pursued by Council,
WHG opposes 23 places being ‘dropped’. Whilst not explicit in the filed
report, my understanding based on Direction #21 is that if they are to be

pursued, those 23 places are now required to be ‘sponsored’ by WHG.

45. The memorandum of Counsel on behalf of Council (9 April 2024) states
Council’s position that if WHG wish to continue to pursue heritage
protection for the 23 opposed BH places, then it must present the case to
support them.'® Council will not be undertaking any further work to

support their inclusion within the schedule.®®

NOTIFIED BH PLACES THAT ARE CONTESTED

46. As per Direction #21 Council received six contests to the recategorised
notified BH places listed in Appendix B of the memo filed 1 March 2024.

Two of these were filed after the deadline set in Direction #21.

47. Contested place “Block B, Waikato University” (ID H314) is under active
demolition and is consequently no longer pursued by Council as the

heritage qualities are being destroyed.

48. The remaining five contested places are addressed below; for each | have
compiled a supplementary assessment (Appendix 2) to expand on the

known qualities of the place which includes additional research, updated

18 Memorandum of Counsel on behalf of HCC, 9 April 2024, paragraph 30(d).
19 |bid.
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threshold-meeting quality statements, a statement of significance and
comparative analysis. This work builds upon and strengthens the
information and heritage qualities in the WSP IAFs and recategorisation
records. For each place | concur with the proposed extent of place and

primary feature as described in the recategorisation record.

13 Hammond Street, Hamilton Central

49.

50.

51.

52.

The WSP IAF for “A. Ebbett’s Residence” at 13 Hammond Street, Hamilton
Central (ID H217) outlines the background and significance of the place,
concluding that it meets the threshold for scheduling as a Category B place

for Historic and Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural qualities.

THS concurred that the place has high Historic and
Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural qualities for its direct association with
notable individual, Alfred Ebbett, who founded the successful local
business of Ebbett Motors in 1928, and as an architecturally distinctive
residence exhibiting Arts and Crafts and Spanish Mission influences,

designed by notable architect, J. E. Chitty.2°

| have reviewed the WSP |IAF and THS reports and undertaken a site visit
and | agree that the place demonstrates high Historic and

Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural qualities.

| have reviewed submission #2424 from Ray and Wendy Pickett. | note that
Mr Pickett does not challenge the identified heritage qualities of 13
Hammond Street, but rather acknowledges the intrinsic heritage and
aesthetic value of the property and opposes the scheduling of the place

based on maintenance and financial challenges.?!

20 THS, Plan Change 9 — BH Categorisation Record for 13 Hammond Street, February 2024.
21 Submission #2424 (late), Ray and Wendy Pickett, 27 August 2023.



53.

54.

12

Fabric and structural condition of a place is not a factor when assessing for
heritage significance and this is specifically noted in WSP’s Covering
Report.?2 Materials do reach the end of their useful life and re-roofing, re-
piling and window repairs are all very common activities, especially for
older dwellings. To recognise this, and enable timely upgrades and/or
replacements, maintenance and repair of a scheduled BH place is a
permitted activity in the ODP.%®> Much of the work outlined by Mr Pickett

and visible during the site visit appears to be from deferred maintenance.

Mr Pickett’s submission details that the property is unoccupied and
untenanted as the issues with leaks, dampness and drafts through
misaligned doors and windows compromises healthy home standards. At
the site visit Mr Pickett updated us that the residence is now healthy homes

certified and currently tenanted.

137 Ward Street, Hamilton Central

55.

56.

The WSP IAF for “Former Shattocks Butchery” at 137 Ward Street,
Hamilton Central (ID H309) outlines the background and significance of the
place, concluding that it meets the threshold for scheduling as a Category

B place for Historic and Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural qualities.

THS review found that the BH place has high Historic and
Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural qualities. Built as the main depot and

factory for Shattock’s Limited, the place is associated with W. R. Shattock

22\WSP, “Inventory Review”, March 2022, paragraph 1.5, pg. 6.

23 Hamilton City Council, Operative District Plan, Chapter 19, Table 19.3 Rules (a) and Volume 2,
Appendix 1, 1.1 Definitions and Terms, “Maintenance and repair of buildings and structures (in
relation to Chapter 19: Historic Heritage)” (PC9 notified version): Means for maintenance,
regular and on-going protective care of a building or structure to prevent deterioration and to
retain its heritage value, including work for the purpose of weatherproofing, painting (when the
building or structure has previously been painted), rendering (where the building or structure
has previously been rendered) and maintaining plumbing and electrical work; and for repair, to
make good decayed or damaged fabric using identical, closely similar, or like-for-like materials
that maintain consistency in colour, texture, form, profile, strength and design with the
materials replaced.



57.

58.

59.

13

and his butchery business, which established itself as the leading butchers
in the Waikato during the early to mid-twentieth century. Of note as the
last known surviving example of an authentic Shattock butchers store, the
place is of particular importance as a highly intact example of a purpose-
designed and built butchers shop, and is of additional interest for
incorporating a factory, cooling chamber and associated garage for the

delivery fleet, which reflects the expansion of the business.?*

| have reviewed the WSP IAF and THS reports and undertaken a site visit
and | agree that the place demonstrates high Historic and

Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural qualities.

| have reviewed submission #2425 from Six High Street Limited. The
submission does not provide any additional information to support the
challenge to the identified heritage qualities and it is unclear if it is referring
to the interior or exterior of the place “behind the shop front”.?®
Conversely, the complex of buildings on the site have been demonstrated
to be of significance as the main shop, depot/factory and garage for the
Shattock’s butchery company and the original, full site boundary is

proposed as the extent of place.

A BH assessment of the place by Archifact Limited was shared with Council
in late August 2023 although not formally tabled as part of PC9. It is set out
as Appendix 3. Archifact reviewed the WSP IAF and concurred with the
identified qualities, albeit that the significance is limited to the Ward Street
shop front.?® Archifact conclude that the shop front is associated with a
business and person of local significance with legible details intact;
however, the built form behind the shop front depth has no aesthetic or

architectural value, save for the barrel shaped roof form which would not

24 THS, Plan Change 9 — BH Categorisation Record for 137 Ward Street, February 2024.

25 Submission #2425 (late), Six High Street Limited, 27 March 2024.

26 “memorandum — preliminary review of heritage evaluation”, Archifact Limited, 24 August
2023, pg. 17.
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61.
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be required to be kept in its entirety to express its formal attributes.?’
Archifact’s assessment is that it is appropriate for the listing description to
emphasise that the historic heritage significance is limited to the shop front

and, at the maximum, to the depth of the existing board room and office.?®

Archifact state that the place’s history as a central city processing site is not
reflected in the WSP IAF, and | agree that whilst mentioned, it is not
explicitly referenced as contributing to the heritage qualities.?® The history
and significance of all buildings on site is captured in the recategorisation
record and reiterated in the supplementary assessment. Both buildings are
important for representing the butchery’s retail and operational expansion
at the height of the Shattock’s business success. The buildings are reflective
of their purpose-built main shop, depot/factory and garage use and retain

their early form, decorative features and innovative barrel roofed design.

| disagree with Archifact’s limitation of significance to the shop front which
would effectively only manage a fagade as the BH place. Keeping only the
facade of a building, or “facadism” is not considered good conservation
practice and is not aligned with the place-based approach which recognises
places as an integral whole rather than separate parts. No measurement is
provided for the depth of the board room and office; however, this would
likely be a few metres of additional space which is marginally more than
the facade, and insufficient to understand the function, meaning and
relationships of the heritage qualities of the place as a purpose-built shop,
depot/factory and garage. The dimensions of the board room and office
are assumed as an arbitrary end point of modern alterations that may not

reflect the space as historically used.

7 bid.
28 |bid.

2 “memorandum”, 24 August 2023, pg. 16.
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11-13, 15-17 and 19-21 Pinfold Avenue, Hamilton East

62. The WSP IAF for 11-13, 15-17 and 19-21 Pinfold Avenue, Hamilton East (IDs
H268-H273) outlines the background and significance of the places,
concluding that they meet the threshold for scheduling as Category B
places for Historic, Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural, Context and Cultural

qualities.

63. THS review grouped the duplexes as one BH place and concurred that the
BH place has high Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural and Context qualities.
The small group of buildings are considered highly intact and unusual
examples of the state house (duplex) design, influenced by the
architectural preferences of the 1950s. Their original lots, comprising
traditional open frontages and substantial set-backs, reinforce the

distinctive physical and contextual qualities of the place overall.3°

64. | have reviewed the WSP IAF and THS reports and undertaken a site visit
and I agree that the place demonstrates high

Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural and Context qualities.

65. Submission #428 by Kainga Ora Homes and Communities (Kainga Ora)
refers to “Historic Heritage Buildings” in paragraphs 19-23.31 This broadly
opposes the identification of new sites and buildings as ‘built heritage’
through PC9 which do not meet what it considers to be ‘historic heritage’
status under s6 of the RMA to the degree that they are of national
significance.3? This was largely a critique of the assessment criteria and
significance thresholds set in the ODP and applied by WSP in their

inventory forms.

30 THS, Plan Change 9 — BH Categorisation Record for 11-13, 15-17, and 19-21 Pinfold

Avenue, February 2024.

31 Submission on Proposed Plan Change 9 (Historic Heritage And Natural Environments) to the
Hamilton City Operative District Plan by Kainga Ora Homes And Communities, paragraphs 19-
23, pp. 7-8.

32 “sybmission”, Kainga Ora, paragraph 20, pg. 7.
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66. The methodology issues were well canvassed in Hearing Two and resolved
via expert conferencing, the JWS and the Panel’s interim guidance. Kainga
Ora’s BH expert, John Brown, participated in the expert conferencing and

is a signatory to the JWS.

67. Mr Brown addresses individual site assessments in his Hearing Two
evidence and identifies concerns such as a lack of comparative analysis,
unsubstantiated claims and a lack of detail, recommending that the
proposed BH places included in the notified version of PC9 should be re-

evaluated.33

68. As described in paragraphs 33-45 above, a recategorisation exercise was
undertaken by Council and Kainga Ora filed one contest, for 11-21 Pinfold
Avenue, Hamilton East. It is noted that as Kainga Ora do not identify
specific sites for privacy reasons3* this was the first known site-specific

contest for a Kainga Ora property in the PC9 BH topic.

69. As such, neither the Kainga Ora submission, nor Mr Brown’s Hearing Two
evidence provides a direct challenge to the identified heritage qualities of
the place. | rely on the WSP IAF, recategorisation record and
supplementary assessment to support its inclusion and note that these
documents include additional research and analysis which address the

concerns outlined in Mr Brown’s Hearing Two evidence.

12 Anzac Parade, Hamilton Central

70. The WSP IAF for “Central Police Station” at 12 Anzac Parade, Hamilton

Central (ID H153) outlines the background and significance of the place,

concluding that it meets the threshold for scheduling as a Category B place

33 Statement of Primary Evidence of John Edward Brown on behalf of Kainga Ora Homes and
Communities”, Session 2 Built Heritage, 22 September 2023, paragraphs 7.3-4, pg. 16.
34 “sybmission”, Kainga Ora, pg. 6, footnote 6.
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72.

73.
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for Historic, Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural, Context and Technological

qualities.

THS review found that the BH place has high
Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural and Context qualities as a distinctive and
largely intact representative example of Brutalist architecture in the
locality, reflecting the style favoured by the Ministry of Works (MoW)
during the 1960s to 1980s. It is also considered a notable local example of
the work of architect, Frank Irvine Anderson, who made a significant
contribution to MoW projects during his time as District, and then later,
Government Architect. Situated on a prominent corner site, occupied by
the Hamilton Police Station since ¢.1915, and of a scale and design that
makes it conspicuous in the townscape, the place is an important landmark
that is associated with the wider historical theme of law enforcement in

the locality.

| have reviewed the WSP |IAF and THS reports and undertaken a site visit
and I agree that the place demonstrates high

Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural and Context qualities.

Submission #341 by Kylie O’'Dwyer on behalf of the New Zealand Police (NZ
Police) opposes the Category B scheduling of the place as modification or
demolition of the building will require a resource consent, not enough
evidence has been provided to merit scheduling, scheduling inhibits
development and no bench-marking of the place against other relevant

buildings is provided.?®

Adam Wild and Veronica Cassin of Archifact Limited filed expert BH Hearing
Two evidence in support of the NZ Police submission. Similar to Mr Brown,

Mr Wild and Ms Cassin critiqued the assessment methodology used by

35 Submission on Proposed Plan Change 9 (Historic Heritage and Natural Environments) to the
Hamilton City Operative District Plan by New Zealand Police, paragraphs 4.2 and 5.1-4, pp. 3-4.
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76.

77.

78.
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WSP to assess the notified BH places, reassessed 12 Anzac Parade with a
more rigorous application of the ODP methodology and proposed an

alternative assessment method utilising the ODP criteria and thresholds.

As per paragraph 66 above, Mr Wild and Ms Cassin participated in the
expert conferencing and are signatories to the JWS. Many of the concerns
outlined in their evidence (eg. sense-checking and comparative analysis)

are addressed in the JWS agreements.

The Archifact evidence concludes that the place achieves a ‘moderate’ (ie.
locally significant) level of significance for Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural
qualities under the ODP methodology; however, Archifact contend that a
single moderate criterion with limited evidence is not a sufficient threshold
and do not consider the place to be an appropriate candidate for Schedule

8A.36

Appendix 1 “Assessment Commentary and Archifact Review” of the
Archifact evidence provides an alternative application of the ODP
methodology. Whilst this is largely defunct with the interim guidance, it is

useful for understanding the main points in contention.

Based on the recategorisation record the relevant heritage qualities for
discussion are Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural and Context. Archifact
consider that the place could be a good representative example of an
architectural type at a local scale’ and highlight that no individual designer
is sufficiently identified.3® | refer to the recategorisation record and
supplementary assessment to support the place’s high qualities in this

criterion, noting that additional research has attributed the design to Frank

36 Statement of Evidence of Adam Wild and Vernica Cassin on behalf of the New Zealand Police
Nga Pirihimana O Aotearoa, Heritage, 22 September 2023, paragraphs 9.1-3, pg. 22.

37 “Statement of Evidence”, Wild and Cassin, Appendix 1, pg. 5.

38 “Statement of Evidence”, Wild and Cassin, Appendix 1, pg. 6.



79.

80.

81.

19

Irvine Anderson and a comparative analysis demonstrates the place’s

regional distinctiveness.

Archifact state that there has been a succession of modifications and
alterations including the construction of the adjacent custody block and
staff amenity additions, but that the key parts of the place are unaffected
by these ancillary structures as they are not especially prominent, nor do
they detract from an overall appreciation of the Station.3° For clarification,
the adjacent custody block is part of the original design and was
constructed contemporarily with the station building. Based on site visits
external modifications are limited to air conditioning units, small entrance
porches and single-storey additions above the custody block. | agree with

Archifact that these do not affect the key features of the place.

Archifact consider the prominence of the place in the townscape is
associated to its mass and height but arguably impedes more historic and
significant views to and from the High Court*® and St Peter’s Cathedral.*
Located on the lower, southeastern slope of Anzac Parade, comparative to
the Courthouse and Cathedral on high ground across the block, and as
demonstrated by figures one through five, the Police Station building only
impedes already obscured oblique views to the Cathedral from adjacent
to, and behind on Tisdall Street. However, the topography and existing
development in this area heavily reduces any uphill northwestern views
regardless. Note that views directly behind the building cannot be assessed
as this is private property. The Courthouse is not visible from any aspect

outside 12 Anzac Parade.

Furthermore, the place is assessed for significance in its own right, rather

than its effect on other places in the vicinity. | disagree with Archifact’s

39 “Statement of Evidence”, Wild and Cassin, Appendix 1, pg. 7.

40|t is assumed that the reference to the “High Court” is the Category A scheduled built
heritage place H7 Hamilton Courthouse, 116 Anglesea Street, Hamilton Central.

41 “Statement of Evidence”, Wild and Cassin, Appendix 1, pg. 8.
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position and concur with THS that the place is a prominent landmark for its
scale and design and contributes to a wider historical theme of law

enforcement in the locality.

Figures 1 and 2: Views northwest towards the Cathedral and Courthouse from
outside the entrance to 12 Anzac Parade. Hamilton City Council, June 2024

& 4 .,

Figure 3: View northwest towards the Cathedral from the southern corner of
Tisdall Street and Anzac Parade. Hamilton City Council, June 2024.
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Figure 4: View northwest towards the Cathedral from Tisdall Street, adjacent to
12 Anzac Parade. Hamilton City Council, June 2024.

Figure 5: View northwest towards the Cathedral, adjacent to 4 Tisdall Street.
Hamilton City Council, June 2024.

65 Braid Road, St Andrews

82. The WSP IAF for 65 Braid Road, St Andrews (ID H168) outlines the

background and significance of the place, concluding that it meets the
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84.

85.

86.

87.
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threshold for scheduling as a Category B place for Historic,

Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural and Context qualities.

THS review found that the BH place has high
Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural and Context qualities as a largely intact
and good representative example of a large residence designed in the
Modern style and as a notable example of the later work of well-known
architect, Terence P. Vautier. The place is a relatively conspicuous structure
in the locality for occupying its original site and largely retaining its physical

setting.

| have reviewed the WSP and THS reports and undertaken a site visit and |
agree that the place demonstrates high Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural

and Context qualities.

| have reviewed submission #153 by Peter Skilton Planning on behalf of the
M. J. A. Taylor Trust which opposes the scheduling of the place. The
relevant section of the submission for my response is “Observations”*?

which discusses the WSP IAF.

Noting that the interim guidance and recategorisation exercise have
updated the assessment criteria and their application to each notified BH
place, the first point in the Observations section is now irrelevant as

Council has removed historic qualities from this place.

I maintain that the place has high Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural qualities
as a representative example of notable local architect T. P. Vautier. |
disagree with Mr Skilton that there are many examples of this type of
dwelling and architecture, and this is demonstrated by the comparative
analysis in the supplementary assessment. 65 Braid Road is the only known

large, two-storey Hamilton example of T. P. Vautier’s work from the 1950s.

42 Submission #153, Peter Skilton, undated, pg.3.
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The place exemplifies the transition of T. P. Vautier from Art
Deco/Moderne influenced design to a Modernist architectural style.
Modern replication of design features on another building (locally or
otherwise) does not diminish the original composition and application

which reflect contemporary styles and construction methods.

88. There are four buildings scheduled in the ODP*? that are known works by
T. P. Vautier. Three are residential, and one is commercial. PC9 notified 11
further BH places attributed to T. P. Vautier, two of which Council still
pursues. Of the balance, one place has been demolished, three places were
removed from scheduling via PC9 Panel Decision #1, and five places are no

longer pursued by Council following the recategorisation exercise.

89. | agree that the WSP IAF could make stronger statements regarding T. P.
Vautier’s significance as a notable local architect. Notwithstanding this, the
text is copied from a research project which does expand on T. P. Vautier’s
background and architectural contribution to Hamilton and the region. This
essay is included on the PC9 website as a supporting information document

for the BH topic.*

90. In response to Mr Skilton’s comment regarding the lack of clarity of T. P.
Vautier’s notability and significance®, | accept that there is no definition of
“notable” in the ODP or interim guidance. For this evidence, | have relied

upon the Oxford English Dictionary definition:

43 ltems H75, H76, H98 and H116.

44 Alice Morris, “Modern as the Moment: The 1930s and 1940s Architecture of Hamilton’s
Moderne Architect, Terence P. Vautier”, ARCHGEN 754 — Research Project, 14 November 2019,
last accessed 18 June 2024: https://storage.googleapis.com/hccproduction-web-
assets/public/Uploads/Documents/Content-Documents/Property-Rates-and-Building/PC9-
Historic-Heritage-and-Natural-Environments/Architecture-General-Research-Project-Alice-
Morris.pdf

4 “Submission”, Skilton, pg.4.
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Worthy or deserving of attention, esp. on account of excellence, value, or
importance; significant in size or amount; noteworthy, remarkable,

striking, signal, eminent.*®

91. T. P. Vautier is deserving of attention as a second-generation, Hamilton-
based architect on account of his significant contribution to the built form
of Hamilton and the Waikato in the 1930s through 1960s. This is recognised
through the inclusion of his buildings as BH in the ODP, featuring in society
tours, and exampled in Peter Shaw’s book, A History of New Zealand

Architecture.*’

92. Based on this, | am confident that T. P. Vautier is a notable local architect
for the purpose of assessment under the Physical/Aesthetic/Architectural

quality criterion.

93. |disagree that the place is not remarkable. Set high on a prominent corner
site with one of the largest, original land areas in the immediate block, the
place is notable for its predominantly intact setting and it defines the
eastern end of the street before the downward topography to Saint

Andrews Terrace.

94. | am unclear on Mr Skilton’s point referencing the eight (or nine) other
modernist design character dwellings notified in PC9.8 There are six one-
bedroom, single storey Modernist influenced State Advances Corporation
duplexes on Pinfold Avenue also notified as BH; however, the comparative
analysis demonstrates that 65 Braid Road is the only known example of its
type, as designed by T. P. Vautier and as a substantial representative

Modern dwelling in Hamilton.

46 Oxford English Dictionary, s.v. “notable (adj., adv., & n.)”, March 2024, last accessed 21 May
2024: https://doi.org/10.1093/0ED/5750278249.

47 Items H75, H76, H98 and H116; Peter Shaw, “A History of New Zealand Architecture”, Hodder
Moa Beckett Publishers Limited, 2003, p. 131.

48 “Submission”, Skilton, pg.4.
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REMOVAL OF COUNCIL RECATEGORISED BH PLACE

95.

| have conducted site visits for all notified recategorised BH places that are
pursued by Council. Resultantly, | recommend one place, 3 Balloch Street,
Hamilton (ID H154) to be removed. This place was relocated to site ¢.2006
and does not represent the heritage qualities for which it was scheduled.
There are no other changes to the list of BH places being pursued by
Council as a result of the site visits. | am also aware that B Block, Waikato
University, is currently under demolition. If the heritage values are
destroyed as a consequence of demolition, there would be no basis for it

being scheduled.

ADDITIONS

Lay Submitters

96.

Five submitters*® sought the inclusion of their properties on Schedule 8A

of the ODP and provided varying levels of information to support this.

9 Weka Street, Frankton

97.

98.

Mr A. Kellaway and the Kellaway Family Trust’s property at 9 Weka Street,
Frankton, Hamilton is subject to both an individual submission and

included within the WHG submission seeking it as a BH place.

In response to the individual submission Ms Galt and | undertook a site visit
on 2 August 2023. A Statement of Evidence by Lynette Joyce Williams was
filed for Hearing Two dated 18 September 2023 to support the individual
submission. This included a history of the Frankton Railway Settlement

regarding house design A-209 and a peer reviewed heritage assessment of

49 Submitter #322 The Kellaway Family Trust, Submitter #318 Alan Warwick Kellaway, Submitter
#211 Susie Evans, Submitter #415 Jacqueline Helen Fitzgerald and Submitter #365 Dianne

Yates.
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9 Weka Street.>® | have reviewed the assessment of the place and relying
on this agree in principle that it could meet the threshold for scheduling as
a Category B place. However, in my opinion the “significance assessment”
section does not make clear enough statements for each heritage quality
to explain and justify the quality and geographic thresholds attributed. |
note that this assessment was prepared using the ODP Appendix 8 section
8-1 methodology prior to expert conferencing and the issue of the interim

guidance.

No individual categorisation report was received for this place, but it is
included on the WHG categorisation report. For the avoidance of doubt, |
have included 9 Weka Street in paragraph 121 below to reflect Council’s
provisional support for the place and to communicate the updates
recommended for the heritage assessment, such as alignment with the

interim guidance and JWS agreements.

121 Maeroa Road, Maeroa

100. The Kellaway Family Trust seek their property at 121 Maeroa Road,

101.

Maeroa, Hamilton as a BH place. The submitter is represented by BH expert
Jane Matthews who filed a Statement of Evidence dated 22 September
2023 for Hearing Two to support the submission and appended a formal

BH assessment recommending that the place be scheduled as Category B.

Ms Matthews also filed a categorisation report for the place in March 2024,
concluding that the proposed BH place would meet the interim guidance

endorsed threshold of “high” as a Category B BH place.?

50 Statement of Evidence of Lynette Joyce Williams, “Session 2 Historic Heritage Items”, 18
September 2023, paragraphs 12 and 16, pg. 3.

51 Statement of Evidence of Jane Matthews, “Session on Classification of BH Item”, 9 March
2024, paragraph 18 and Attachment 1.
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Ms Galt and | undertook a site visit to 121 Maeroa Road on 2 August 2023.
| have reviewed Ms Matthews’ BH assessment and categorisation report
and relying on this | concur that the place meets the threshold for inclusion
on Schedule 8A of the ODP as a Category B place. Notwithstanding this, and
noting Ms Matthews’ evidence®?, a comparative analysis would strengthen

the assessment.

21 Stanley Street, Claudelands and 72 Wellington Street, Hamilton East

103.

104.

105.

106.

Jacqueline Fitzgerald and Susie Evans both submitted seeking their
properties at 21 Stanley Street, Claudelands, Hamilton and 72 Wellington
Street, Hamilton East (respectively) be scheduled as BH places. Ms Galt and

| undertook site visits on 29 June and 10 July 2023.

Ms Fitzgerald appeared at Hearing Two to support her submission. She
reiterated the significance of her residence for its association with notable
local architect, Richard William Kibblewhite and its contribution to Stanley

Street and the Claudelands area.>3

In January 2024 letters were sent via email to both Ms Fitzgerald and Ms
Evans advising that Council would undertake formal BH assessments for

their properties on their behalf.

Assessments were completed in February 2024 and were shared with each
submitter. Both places were found to meet the threshold for scheduling as

a Category B BH place. These assessments are attached as Appendix 4.>*

52 “Statement of Evidence”, Matthews, paragraph 15, pg. 3.

53 Hamilton City Council Plan Change 9 Hearing - Session 2 - Built Heritage Day 1 - 6th November
2023, Ms Fitzgerald, 5:10:55 — 5:19:40, last accessed 19 June 2024:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FzldYFMwKUI

54 Note that these two properties are included on Appendix B “BH items HCC will pursue” of
Council’s categorisation report.
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59 Cook Street, Hamilton East

107.

108.

Dianne Yates also submitted requesting her property at 59 Cook Street,
Hamilton East be considered as a BH place. Ms Galt and | undertook a site
visit on 12 July 2023 and met with Ms Yates. At this time Ms Yates
expressed that she no longer wanted her property to be considered as BH

and formally withdrew her submission on 26 July 2023.

The memorandum of Counsel on behalf of Council (9 April 2024), stated
that apart from the known categorisation reports received, no other
submitter-led items have been recategorised. Accordingly, Council
proposed to take no further action in relation to any other submissions

seeking the inclusion of an additional BH place.>

Waikato Heritage Group

109.

110.

111.

Submitter #427 WHG proposed ~194 new BH places for scheduling in the
ODP. This includes a variety of places, buildings, monuments, fences,
infrastructure and interiors. A brief note accompanied each proposed place

in the WHG submission.

Council and WHG have collaboratively engaged on the BH topic following
Hearing Two, first meeting in January 2024 to discuss the WHG submission.
Following this, Council facilitated five site visits to Council-owned property
for WHG to progress their understanding and assessment of the exterior
and some interiors of proposed BH places. | attended all site visits. A
second meeting was held in May 2024 to discuss the proposed BH places

that Council had signalled provisional support for.

Prior to WHG filing any formal BH assessments the memorandum of

Counsel on behalf of Council (1 August 2023) sought procedural direction

55 Memorandum of Counsel on behalf of HCC, 9 April 2024, paragraphs 31-33.
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from the Panel due to the live contest between experts over the BH
assessment methodology in conjunction with the requirement for a site-

by-site assessment of the over 300 proposed BH places.>®

112. Counsel requested that Hearing Two be confined to:

i. Assessment methodology;

ii. Planning framework;

iii. BH items which are opposed and for which HCC agrees can be
withdrawn.>’

113. Panel Direction #15 (11 August 2023) agreed with Counsel’s request.

114. Laura Kellaway, BH expert for WHG appended 38 draft BH assessments to
her Hearing Two evidence, 21 September 2023. These assessments
provided further information and assessment beyond the notes in the
original submission. These assessments were filed post Direction #15, and
prior to expert conferencing and prior to the issue of the Panel’s interim

guidance, and so were not discussed in Hearing Two.

115. The memorandum of Counsel on behalf of Council (13 December 2023)
stated that Council was likely to be supportive of some, but not all, of the

BH candidate items identified by WHG.>8

116. The memorandum of Counsel on behalf of Council (1 March 2024) stated
that Council would review WHG’s (and any other submitter) categorisation
report and advise its position on those additional BH items in its further

reporting memorandum.>®

117. The memorandum of Counsel on behalf of Council (9 April 2024) included
Appendices A-C which categorised WHG’s proposed BH places into “HCC

56 Memorandum of Counsel on behalf of HCC, 1 August 2023, paragraph 3.

57 MoC on behalf of HCC, 1 August 2023, paragraph 21(a).

58 Memorandum of Counsel on behalf of HCC, 13 December 2023, paragraph 18.
%9 Memorandum of Counsel on behalf of HCC, 1 March 2024, paragraph 8.
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has sufficient information to form a view and does support these items”,
“HCC has insufficient information to support them and therefore does not
support them”, and “HCC has sufficient information to form a view and

does not support these items”.®°

This memorandum also sought directions to focus the WHG submission to
ensure an efficient hearing. Council suggested WHG identify a shortlist of
priority BH places it seeks to pursue that could be supported with robust

technical analysis.®*

Panel Direction #25 (11 April 2024) and WHG response (19 April 2024)
informed Panel Direction #26 (22 April 2024) which confirmed the evidence

exchange timetable and compilation of a shortlist by WHG.%2

WHG filed their shortlist on 26 April 2024, confirming 77 priority proposed
BH places to pursue. This shortlist includes 34 places from Council’s
Appendix A®3, 35 places from Council’s Appendix B®* and eight places from

Council’s Appendix C®°.%6

Of the 34 WHG proposed BH places included on Appendix A of WHG's
shortlist, 18 have draft assessments either provided by the WHG in Ms
Kellaway’s September 2023 evidence, other Hearing Two evidence, or
directly to Council. Based on these assessments | have signalled provisional

support for:

a) WHG #12: 43 and 49 Deanwell Avenue, Deanwell;

80 Memorandum of Counsel on behalf of HCC, 9 April 2024, paragraphs 35-36.

61 MoC on behalf of HCC, 9 April 2024, paragraphs 38-40.

62 panel Direction #26, 22 April 2024, paragraph 11.

63 HCC has sufficient information to form a view and does support these items.

64 HCC has insufficient information to support them and therefore does not support them.
85 HCC has sufficient information to form a view and does not support these items.

6 Memorandum of Waikato Heritage Group, Built Heritage Topic, 26 April 2024.
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b) WHG #21: 178 Ruakura Road, Hillcrest;

c) WHG #24: 50 Colombo Street, Frankton;

d) WHG #28: 84-86, 92-118 Peachgrove Road, Hamilton East;

e) WHG #29: 60 Dey Street, Hillcrest;

f) WHG #31: 110 Kent Street, Frankton;

g) WHG #32: 108 Kent Street, Frankton;

h)  WHG #40: 21 Rostrevor Street, Hamilton Central;

i) WHG #47: 87 Tristram Street, Hamilton Central;

i) WHG #75: Corner Grey and Clyde Streets, Hamilton East;

k) WHG #76 :702 Grey Street, Claudelands;

) WHG #81: 16 Fraser Street, Frankton;

m) WHG #109: 8 Rifle Range Road, Dinsdale;

n)  WHG #110: 9 Weka Street, Frankton;

o) WHG #149: 13 Waterloo Crescent, Frankton;

p) WHG #170: 70 Storey Avenue, Forest Lake;

q) WHG #176: 229 Tristram Street, Hamilton Central; and

r) WHG #191: 170 Cobham Drive, Hamilton East.

122. At this stage | provisionally support these places progressing because the
assessments have demonstrated that the place meets the threshold for at
least one heritage quality and based on the information in the assessment

| concur.
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Council’s support for these places is provisional as these assessments were
prepared using the ODP Appendix 8, section 8-1 rankings and assessment
criteria, some have not had site visits and/or edits are necessary to better
convey the proposed extent of place, any exclusions, modifications and
heritage qualities. Alignment with the JWS agreements is also
recommended, such as a comparative analysis. Notwithstanding this,
based on the information provided to date and a site visit and/or recent
Google Street View imagery, Appendix A was utilised as a formal tool to
convey Council’s likely support. Once these assessments are finalised in
accordance with the interim guidance on assessment methodology and

JWS, | will confirm my position.

Note that | have not formally peer reviewed any WHG assessment and have
relied upon the expert research and experience of the WHG assessors.
Should any new information, updates or amendments be made available |

would reconsider my position.

Note also that | have been advised that multiple notified and proposed BH
places are subject to a Certificate of Compliance for demolition. | am not
aware of the programme for demolition of any place, but recognise that if
demolished, the heritage values will be destroyed. My recommendation
for scheduling is based on a heritage assessment only, and as agreed in the
JWS, | recognise that there may be other relevant factors to consider for
which it is not the role of the heritage assessment or built heritage expert
to address. | defer to other experts on those factors which may have a

bearing on whether a place is scheduled.

Proposed WHG #193 is a BH interior. This place is also subject to an
individual submission by the property owners and was included in my

Hearing Two evidence.
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127. The remaining 15 proposed BH places on Appendix A of the WHG shortlist
Council have not received an assessment for. Provisional support was
signalled for these places as based on the information provided to date, a
site visit and/or recent Google Street View imagery, the place had merit
and was likely to meet the threshold for scheduling should an assessment
be prepared. These places were included on Council’s Appendix A to signal

to WHG they should be treated as a priority for assessment.

a)  WHG #9: 90 Heath Street, St Andrews;

b) WHG #10: 90 Heath Street, St Andrews;

c) WHG #54: 6 Woodstock Road, Fairfield;

d)  WHG #56: 9 Marama Street, Frankton;

e) WHG #87: 732 Grey Street, Claudelands;

f) WHG #97: 214 Pembroke Street, Hamilton Central;

g) WHG #98: Waikato Hospital campus;

h) WHG #123: 114 Horsham Downs Road, Rototuna North;

i) WHG #169: 309 River Road, Claudelands;

i) WHG #177: 294 River Road, Claudelands;

k) WHG #178: 294 River Road, Claudelands;

) WHG #181: 30 Memorial Drive, Claudelands;

m) WHG #187: 103 Memorial Drive, Claudelands;

n)  WHG #188: 57 and 103 Memorial Drive, Claudelands; and

0) WHG 192: Wellington Street Beach, Jellicoe Drive, Hamilton East.
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128. Aformal BH assessment using the interim guidance and JWS agreements is

needed for Council to form a position on these places.

129. Of the 35 proposed BH places included on Appendix B of WHG’s shortlist,
11 have draft assessments provided by WHG in Ms Kellaway’s September
2023 evidence.®?’ These assessments were incomplete or lacked sufficient
information for Council to form a view. As per paragraph 123 above,

further work is necessary for these to be considered.

130. Of the eight proposed BH places included on Appendix C of WHG's shortlist,
four have draft assessments provided by WHG in Ms Kellaway’s September

2023 evidence. Based on these assessments | have signalled no support for:

a) WHG #36: 24 Marama Street, Frankton;

b) WHG #37: 26 Marama Street, Frankton;

c) WHG #133: 44 East Street, Claudelands; and

d) WHG #136: 115 Kent Street, Frankton.

131. | do not support these places progressing because the assessments have
demonstrated the heritage qualities to be weak and/or overstated and/or

the place is too modified.

132. The remaining four proposed BH places on Appendix C of WHG’s shortlist
Council have not received an assessment for. A lack of support was
signalled for all Appendix C places as based on the information provided to

date, a site visit and/or recent Google Street View imagery, the place did

57 Note that five proposed BH places with a WHG draft assessment are not pursued by WHG in
their shortlist, one was recategorised as “medium”, and one is already notified as a BH place.
This explains why there are not 38 draft assessments as filed in September 2023 in
consideration.
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not have merit and was unlikely to meet the threshold for scheduling
should an assessment be prepared. Examples include remnants of former
buildings and/or curtilages (such as fencing or stairs), the place is too
modified, or the submission entry was not a BH place (eg. trees). These
places were included on Council’s Appendix C to signal to the WHG they

should not be pursued and/or treated as a priority for assessment.

a) WHG #33: 9-13 Knox Street, Hamilton Central;

b)  WHG #94: 2 Bryce Street, Hamilton Central;

c) WHG #95: 4 Bryce Street, Hamilton Central; and

d) WHG #168: 232 Victoria Street, Hamilton Central.

CONCLUSION

133.

134.

135.

136.

| recommend that 53 notified recategorised BH places are retained in
Schedule 8A of the ODP for meeting the revised threshold as per the

interim guidance.

Of those 53 items, five are actively contested. | recommend that the five
contested notified recategorised BH places are retained in Schedule 8A of

the ODP for the reasons outlined in my evidence and appendices.

In addition, | recommend that 121 Maeroa Road, Hamilton, 21 Stanley
Street, Hamilton and 72 Wellington Street, Hamilton East are added as
Category B BH places to Schedule 8A of the ODP for the reasons outlined

in my evidence and appendices.

| recommend that WHG produce recategorisation records (or similar) for
those places with draft assessments, and BH assessments using the interim

guidance and JWS agreements to progress their shortlisted proposed BH
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places. My provisional support for those places identified in paragraphs
121 and 127 above cannot be confirmed without this additional work being
completed. | recognise that the WHG evidence, to be lodged with the Panel

on 3 July 2024, may address this.

Elise Caddigan
3 July 2024



APPENDIX 1
The Heritage Studio: Recategorisation covering memo and threshold-meeting
categorisation records




















































































































































































APPENDIX 2
Hamilton City Council: Supplementary Assessments

























































































https://www.propertyvalue.co.nz/waikato/hamilton-city/beerescourt-3200/9-galbraith-avenue-beerescourt-hamilton-3200-8536667
https://www.propertyvalue.co.nz/waikato/hamilton-city/beerescourt-3200/9-galbraith-avenue-beerescourt-hamilton-3200-8536667
https://www.propertyvalue.co.nz/waikato/hamilton-city/beerescourt-3200/9-galbraith-avenue-beerescourt-hamilton-3200-8536667






https://www.soldby.co.nz/blog/932447
https://raywhite.co.nz/waikato/hamilton/maeroa/HAM23006/
https://raywhite.co.nz/waikato/hamilton/maeroa/HAM23006/

APPENDIX 3
Archifact Limited: Memorandum for 137 Ward Street, Hamilton Central































































APPENDIX 4
