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INTRODUCTION 
 

1. My name is Laura Liane Kellaway. I hold a Bachelor of Architecture Degree and a 

Master of Architecture Degree from the University of Auckland. I am a member of  

ICOMOS New Zealand. I am a registered Architect and a Fellow of the New Zealand 

Institute of Architects. I have practised for over thirty years specialising in  heritage 

with experience in building, heritage consultancy and architecture. I am a Waikato 

based historian. 

 

2. I am acting on behalf of the Waikato Heritage Group Submitter (WHG). 

 

3. Waikato Heritage Group (WHG) is a non-statutory, independent voice for heritage in 

Hamilton. Their main aim is to help preserve historic places in Hamilton and the 

greater Waikato region for the benefit of present and future generations and to lift  

awareness and appreciation of heritage values. The group members have been 

involved in identifying and protecting the region’s limited remaining historic heritage 

for many years and include historians, conservation architects, and members of the 

community.  

 

4. My practice involves architecture and assessing and addressing heritage-related and 

architectural issues in New Zealand and includes submitting to Hamilton City  

Council District Plans since 1991. I have been engaged as an expert witness. I have 

worked with a range of councils and was recently a Conservation Architect for 

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga for several years. I have been involved in 

identifying and assessing historic heritage in New Zealand, including the Waikato, 

assisting heritage owners, and have provided advice on character areas and historic 

areas. 

 

5. I have written and reviewed statements about physical heritage as a means of 

establishing heritage values, reviewed building developments, participated in 

heritage studies, written conservation plans and been involved in historic and 

character areas in New Zealand. I was directly involved in the  Waikato Heritage 

Study 1999, the only Waikato regional based heritage study, which looked at the 

Waikato region, including themes and potential heritage    areas. 
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CODE OF CONDUCT 

 

6. My evidence statement is within my area of expertise and is my best knowledge 

about this matter. I have not omitted any material facts that might change this 

opinion. I have read and will comply with the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

(Environment Court Consolidated Practice Note 2011). 

 

7. My evidence for Plan Change 9 is as a heritage consultant and architect in this 

statement, who is familiar with Hamilton City and the Waikato. 

 

8. I live in Hamilton, and have made a written submission in a private capacity on PC 9. 

I have been a member of the Waikato Heritage Group. 

 

9. I have a conflict of interest in regards Deanwell School. The Heritage Assessment for 

WHG#012 on the interim guidance has been undertaken by Ms Williams and peer 

reviewed by Mr Burgess. 

 

10. I have a conflict of interest as I am associated with the submitter and owner for 9 

Weka Street, which is also included with the WHG submission as WHG#110. A 

heritage assessment was commissioned from Ms Williams independent of WHG by 

Mr Kellaway, the  submitter.  Subsequently the work was undertaken by Ms Williams, 

and peer reviewed by Ms J Matthews. The assessment for WHG was undertaken by 

Ms Williams and is the same. 

 

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 

11. My scope of rebuttal evidence for Hearing 3 focuses only on the Supplementary 

Evidence of HCC provided for the 3 July, which was also the date required for the 

WHG evidence. 

 

12. It does not include rebuttal on submissions, or further evidence provided post 3 July 

by others. 
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13. It is noted that expert evidence for 9 Weka Street has been undertaken by Ms 

Williams, and is within her separate statement of evidence on behalf of Mr Kellaway. 

9 Weka Street has also been included within the WHG List as WHG#110 but has 

been assessed under the interim guidance by Ms Williams. The new assessment was 

included within my statement of evidence as part of the full WHG BHI on 3 July 2024.  

 

14. The expert evidence for WHG#012 Deanwell School for Hearing 3 has been assessed 

by Ms Williams and peer reviewed by Graeme Burgess. It is provided as a separate 

expert evidence statement. 

 

GENERAL 

 

15. The following addresses the evidence provided concurrently, with WHG, on 3 July 

2024 for PC9 Hearing 3. 

 

16. As noted in Ms Caddigan’s Evidence of 3 July 2024  Point 17 – “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 HCC provisionally 

supported 18 as meeting the threshold for inclusion in Schedule 8A as a BH place.” 

 

17. 32 WHG BH items have been reviewed, updated based on the interim guidance and 

the heritage assessments provided on 3 July 2024 in Appendix 3 for Hearing 3. 

(WHG#012 Deanwell heritage assessment is appended within Ms Williams’s 

evidence as well, but assessed for Hearing 3 by Ms Williams.) 

 
18. Two of the 32 WHG BH Items assessments were appended in my evidence dated 3 

July, but in error where not captured in the Appendix 1 List, and should be 

considered within the process for Hearing 3. These are: 

 

a. WHG#023 Hui Te Rangiora Marae, Clarence Street, and 

b. WHG#133 Williamson Cottage, 44 East Street.  

 

19. Of the WHG BH Items identified on Appendix 1 on 3 July 2024 there were 3 WHG 

omissions, that did not have updated interim guidance heritage assessments. Each 

had an original assessment under notified guidance for Hearing 2. 
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a. WHG#036 House 24 Marama Street 

b. WHG#081 Hamilton Railway Station 

c. WHG#095 4 Bryce Street 

 

20. As noted in my evidence of 3 July, from Direction 21, WHG indicated pursual of 

Council BH items ‘no longer being pursued; however these are not being progressed 

by WHG. It is noted as per Ms Caddigan’s point 45 that “Council will not be 

undertaking any further work to support their inclusion within the schedule.”  

 

21. As noted by Ms Caddigan, I filed 38 draft BH assessments on behalf of WHG for 

Hearing Two evidence on 21 September 2023. But these assessments were filed post 

Direction #15, and prior to expert conferencing and prior to the issue of the Panel’s 

interim guidance, and therefore were not discussed in Hearing Two. 

 

22. It is acknowledged that Council supported some WHG items, with initial assessments, 

but not all, as noted in Point 121 of Ms Caddigan’s evidence. Of the WHG BH places 

in Appendix A that HCC signalled provisional support for, the following have been 

provided in my evidence of 3 July and two items in Ms Williams’s expert evidence 

statement 3 July 2024: 

 

a. WHG #12: Deanwell School 43 and 49 Deanwell Avenue, Deanwell;i 

b. WHG #24: Te Puna-o-te-Ora hostel 50 Colombo Street, Frankton; 

c. WHG #75: Hitching Post, Corner Grey and Clyde Streets, Hamilton East;  

d. WHG #76 : Hitching Post, 702 Grey Street, Claudelands;  

e. WHG #109: Bungalow, 8 Rifle Range Road, Dinsdale;   

f. WHG #110: NZ Railway House, 9 Weka Street, Frankton; ii 

g. WHG #149: Vacuum Oil Co (Caltex Building), 13 Waterloo Crescent, Frankton;  

h. WHG #170: Jamieson Kindergarten, 70 Storey Avenue, Forest Lake;  

i. WHG #176: Dame Hilda Ross Fountain, 229 Tristram Street, Hamilton Central; 

and  

j. WHG #191: Little Bull, 170 Cobham Drive, Hamilton East.  
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One WHG  item was processed with an assessment, provided for Hearing 2 but not 

heard. This item by error did not have a revised assessment report provided in the 3 

July evidence appendix, which is : 

 

• WHG #81: Hamilton Railway Station 16 Fraser Street, Frankton. 

 

23. I note that Ms Caddigan will reconfirm her position once the revised assessments 

were lodged. 

 

24. I agree with Ms Caddigan, point 125,  that from my research that multiple notified 

and proposed BH places are subject to a Certificate of Compliance for demolition. 

Within the proposed WHG BH Items several places were also physically demolished 

during the process of PC9 and one place relocated outside of the city. Equally I agree 

with Ms Caddigan that recommendation for scheduling is based on a heritage 

assessment only, and as agreed in the JWS, but 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.  

 

25. The WHG had reconsidered and researched several places just prior to 3 July 2024, 

that had Certificates of Compliance for demolition and Fast Track processes. The fact 

there were withdrawn was not based on the lack of any heritage values. 

 

26. Ms Caddigan, point 127, correctly notes that a number of proposed WHG BH items 

did not have assessments, but may receive provisional support. The following items 

with assessments using interim guidance have been progressed and provided in my 

July evidence: 

 

a. WHG #54: de Lisle Residence 6 Woodstock Road, Fairfield;  

b. WHG #97: Smith House, 214 Pembroke Street, Hamilton Central;  

c. WHG #98: Smith Laboratory, Waikato Hospital campus;  

d. WHG #169: Miropiko Kindergarten, 309 River Road, Claudelands; 

e. WHG #187: Parr House, 103 Memorial Drive, Claudelands; and  

f. WHG #188: Parana Park Memorial Bridge 57 and 103 Memorial Drive, 

Claudelands.  
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27. From Ms Caddigan’s point 130 , I reacknowledge that there was no HCC support 

signalled for four items in Appendix C. Only one has been progressed: 

 

a. WHG #133: Williamson Cottage 44 East Street, Claudelandsiii 

 

28. I retain my support for progressing of the Williamson cottage at 44 East Street based 

on the evidence as of High value for historic qualities. I note that while the place has 

been modified over time, this is common with historic cottages. and including 

periods of change within a place is considered part of the history of the place and 

may have heritage values. The cottage at 44 East Street is modified by residential 

use of 140 years but in my view distinctively shows the pattern of residential use 

while remaining one of Hamilton’s few 1880s cottages. It is progressed under 

Historic Qualities. 

 

29. There is one item in Appendix C of WHG’s shortlist that is not supported by HCC, 

noted in point 132 of Ms Caddigan’s evidence, but has been included for Hearing 3 

by WHG and is a ‘remnant of former historic place and a fence’. This is: 

 

a. WHG #33: Former Public Works fence and wall ,9-13 Knox Street, Hamilton 

Central  

 

In my view BH Items are not required to be a building and can have significance as 

marking a place and/ or as a remnant of a wider cultural heritage site. The Public 

Works fence is an example of this and marks one of Hamilton’s highly significant role 

as a regional government centre. 

 

30. Appended to Ms Caddigan’s evidence of the 3 July is additional supporting evidence 

from The Heritage Studio (dated 05 March 2024) by Carolyn O’Neil, which was not 

available until after 3 July. This review information, in my view, supports earlier 

issues in addressing HHAs and BHIs and interrelationships with HH. 
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31. I support the place based approach, and the use of an extent of place (EOP), along 

with identification of exclusions (or non-contributing) items which would assist 

owners and planning processes and give greater clarity. However, in my view 

exclusions should be directly related for the purpose of demolition only in regards 

historic heritage. 

 

32. I concur with Ms O’Neil, the HCC Reviewer, that “Under the place-based approach, 

interiors are considered to be an intrinsic part of the significance of a place. As a 

desk-top exercise, however, none of the built heritage places reviewed were visited, 

so it is not possible to determine whether original internal spaces, features, or fabric 

remain.” A number of my assessments have similar conditions with exterior viewing 

only. But note that there is a lack of a framework for identification and protection of 

interiors when PC9 was notified. This should to be resolved, or allowed for in this 

process, as the existing schedule is silent on this and the notified did not include 

identification and protection of interiors as part of an integrated approach to places. 

 

33. The inclusion of another interior, along with the former Hamilton Post Office dome, 

has been recognised within the current hearing process and is an important step 

forward in modernising the district plan approach. 

 

34. Ms O’Neil gave some important suggestions and recommendations which directly 

relate to WHG preliminary submissions for Historic heritage, which I support, 

including: 

 

a. “Ruakura Agricultural Research Station Whilst the initial assessment (and 

thereby subsequent review) focussed on the homestead only, (parts of) the 

broader agricultural research station site is likely to share some of the 

identified heritage qualities and be of significance as a broader historic 

heritage place. It is therefore suggested that consideration be given to 

assessing the broader Ruakura Agricultural Research Station site to 

determine the extent of its significance and to ensure its values are suitably 

protected, appreciated, and understood.” 
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This would help address the extent of the historic place where WHG asked that the 

extent be modified to include the Memorial driveway as part of the Homestead/ 

College proposed scheduled extent. I would support that there was several  

proposed BH items  such as WHG #016 the Farmers Hall,  which has been researched, 

but not formally visited recently, and therefore not included for Hearing 3. 

 

b. “Laurenson Settlement HHA, Forest Lake Road Given the existence of so 

many of the dwellings (unscheduled, scheduled and HNZPT listed) associated 

with the first settlement of state housing in Hamilton, it is suggested that 

consideration be given to assessing the collective qualities of the Laurenson 

Settlement as a HHA. The several known extant dwellings comprise nos. 78, 

82, 84, 102, 104, 106, 126, 128 (and possibly 140) Forest Lake Road. This 

would ensure that the significance of the area overall is more readily 

identified, protected, appreciated, and understood.  

 

In my reviewing the Laurenson Settlement there is a long-term set of errors 

evident with both listed and scheduled places which includes the listing as a 

historic area in the 1990s. 

 

It is noted that one of the houses, on the WHG proposed list, 78 Forest Lake 

Road, has recently been demolished, and I can confirm that it was one of the 

Laurenson Settlement cottages. 

 

No 140 Forest Lake Road is confirmed as part of the Settlement and was on the 

WHG list but would need to be considered as part of a group under Built 

Heritage. There is sufficient documentation to have addressed these anomalies 

and to have afforded better protection to the group. 

 

35. In reviewing the historic places of Parana Park and Memorial Drive, I agree with Ms 

O’Neil who states: 

 

a. “Soldiers’ Memorial Park, 57 and 30 Memorial Drive It is suggested that a 

more fulsome historic heritage assessment is undertaken of the whole of 

Memorial Park, including the dwelling that formed part of the review, 
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memorial features, and the cenotaph (which is covered by a separate 

Certificate of Title – 30 Memorial Drive), to ensure that the qualities 

associated with this important historic landscape are appropriately identified, 

appreciated, and understood. The neighbouring dwelling and associated 

Parana Park that have links with George Parr, may also be worth further 

exploration.”  

 

I have provided heritage assessments for two of the places which should be 

considered with a wider lens, along with specific scheduling of the historic Cenotaph 

and associated site: 

 

• WHG #187 Parr House 

• WHG#188 Parana Park Memorial Park 

 

36. Under HHAs Ms O’Neil also suggests the following: “Garden Place HHA, Hamilton 

CBD The review found that there are several medium-rise, mid-century ‘insurance’ 

buildings built around Garden Place that contribute to wider historical and 

architectural themes that illustrate the post-war growth and a shift to modernity in 

Hamilton’s main commercial area (e.g., former MLC Building, former Guardian Royal 

Exchange Building, former National Insurance Company Building). It is therefore 

suggested that consideration be given to assessing the significance of Garden Place 

either as an independent HHA or as an extension to the notified Victoria Street HHA.” 

 

 

37. This is in line with discussions on the selection of proposed HHAs and needs to 

consider all the commercial area of the central city rather than just the SouthEnd 

which was identified decades ago. In my view while Garden Place has a number of 

proposed BH items for scheduling and a partial proposed HHA there has been a 

major missed opportunity to address Hamilton’s Modernist heritage of which 

Garden Place is central, which has been previously identified. 

 

38. Finally, I’d also agree that there are places that should be interpreted and 

documented as ‘they may have potential to provide interest about Hamilton’s 

history”. One of the places was proposed by HCC but did not meet the threshold on 
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review such as the former Courthouse, 136 Pembroke Street. The other example 

given by Ms O’Neil was on the WHG preliminary list - the remnants of the former 

Roose Shipping Co. Ltd Wharf. 

 

CONCLUSION  

 

39. The WHG heritage assessments have been provided on 3 July 2024 for Hearing 3 

based on the new interim guidance, under Ms Williams and Ms Kellaway, at the 

same time as HCC evidence. These heritage assessments are available for further 

consideration by HCC in Appendix C. 

 

40. As noted I support a number of the suggestions and recommendations of Ms O’Neil, 

which would go some way to address issues raised by WHG and evidence during the 

process of research, on identifying wider extents, and marking identified places with 

interpretation. 

 

41. As has been discussed by Ms O’Neil, interiors have not been assessed within the 

WSP/HCC proposed Built Heritage Items, and with many of the WHG items, unless 

stated. In my view it is still possible to progress heritage scheduling for the Hamilton 

process, however under a tidy up process or variation interiors should be addressed 

along with the landscape, settings and surrounds which make up a place- based 

approach. 

 

  

Laura Liane Kellaway 

Architect and Heritage Consultant 

Dated this day of 09 August 2024. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
i Item WHG#012 Deanwell School is under Ms Williams expert evidence statement 
ii Item WHG#110 9 Weka Street is under Ms Williams expert evidence statement. 
iii Item WHG #133: Williamson 44 East Street, Claudelands was appended in L Kellaway Evidence 3 July 
2024, but not specifically identified in Appendix 1 List.  


