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Executive summary 

An application to demolish a defining building and construct two new residential units in a Residential Heritage Area 

and Residential Character Area with associated earthworks and landscaping has been made by Alec Bruce from Wilkie 

and Bruce Architects Ltd on behalf of Andrew Wenborn from Wenborn Developments Ltd. The application was notified 

on 12 February 2026 following a decision under sections 95A and 95B of the Resource Management Act to publicly 

notify. Submissions closed on 27 March 2026. A total of 29 submissions were received during this period with 2 late 

submissions accepted by the Commissioner. A total of 4 were in support and 27 were in opposition.  

Having reviewed the submissions and taking into consideration the matters of discretion and objectives and policies in 

the District Plan, I recommend that the application is refused for the following reasons: 

• The dwelling contributes significantly to the collective values of the Residential Heritage Area as a defining 

building in a prominent location and in a good condition and has value as a later stage in the Church Property 

Trustees (1923) subdivision; 

• While the proposed buildings are considered appropriate for both the residential heritage and residential 

character areas, new buildings cannot mitigate for the loss of the defining building;  

• The proposed demolition would be contrary to Policy 9.3.2.2.8(b) as the loss of the building would have a more 

than minor effect on the values and significance of the heritage area and the options for repair and retention 

and alternative option, a “like for like” character build, demonstrates the costs of repair are reasonable, 

especially when a conservation focused repair is considered; and  

• As the demolition is a prerequisite to the establishment of the proposed new buildings, greater weight has 

been given to Policy 9.3.2.2.8(b) and Objective 9.3.2.1.1 above other relevant District Plan objectives and 

policies.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5 

 

Preamble 

1. My name is Shana Lynn Dooley. I am employed as a Level 2 Planner and based in the Te Hononga Civic Offices 

of the Christchurch City Council. I have been employed by the Christchurch City Council since April 2024.  I hold 

a Bachelor of Environmental Management degree from Lincoln University, a Bachelor of Anthropology degree 

from the University of Utah, and a Master of Archaeology degree from the University of Edinburgh. I am an 

associate member of the New Zealand Planning Institute and have 3 years of experience working in the planning 

and resource management field and 12 years in the cultural resource management field.  

2. This report has been prepared with advice from the Council staff detailed below. A copy of their reports has 

been attached in Appendix 2 and Appendix 3.   

Officer Position Appendix 

Gareth Wright Council Heritage Advisor Appendix 2 

Chris Wang Graduate Urban Designer Appendix 3 

 

4. This report reviews the application for resource consent and addresses the relevant information and issues 

raised.  It should be emphasised that any conclusions reached or recommendations made in this report are not 

binding on the Commissioner.  It should not be assumed that the Commissioner will reach the same conclusion 

or decision having considered all the evidence to be brought before him by the applicant and submitters. 

5. Mr. Nathan O’Connell has been appointed as Commissioner. Mr. O’Connell made the notification decision under 

s95A and s95B and has been appointed to make the substantive decision under s104C to provide continuity. The 

notification decision is included in Appendix 4. 

Proposed activity 

6. Alec Bruce from Wilkie and Bruce Architects Ltd has applied for land use consent on behalf of Andrew Wenborn 

from Wenborn Developments Ltd to demolish a defining building at 25 Westminster Street (formerly 2 Gosset 

Street), St. Albans and to construct two residential units on the same property. A copy of the application and 

most recent plans is at Appendix 5. I note that the application plans for the construction of the residential units 

have been updated following discussions with Council and a request for further information on 17 December 

2025].  

7. The proposal is for the following: 

• The demolition of a defining dwelling in the Church Property Trustees North St. Albans Subdivision 

Residential Heritage Area (RHA); 

• The construction of two residential units comprising two-storeys and three bedrooms in an RHA and 

Malvern Residential Character Area (RCA); 

• Earthworks above permitted residential volumes (20m³); 

• Earthworks within 5m of trees in the road corridor and within an RCA; and  

• Landscaping, approximately 43% of the total site area. 

Background 

8. This application for resource consent was received on 7 August 2025 and was publicly notified on 12 February 

2026. The notification decision was delayed for the applicant to address matters in a request for further 

information and  for the decision for Plan Change 13 as it related to historic heritage.  The submission period 

closed on 27 March 2026.   A total of 29 submissions were received during this period – 4 in support and 25 in 

opposition. Refer Appendix 6 for the location of submitters in the immediate area. 
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9. Two submissions in opposition were received following the closure of submissions and were accepted by the 

Commissioner under s37(1)(b).  

Description of the site and existing environment 

10. The application site is located at 25 Westminster Street, St. Albans.  Refer Appendix 7 for the location of the 

site. 

11. The ‘Description of site and existing environment’ in the s95 report includes a description of the site and its 

immediate surroundings. I consider that this description is accurate and should be read in conjunction with this 

report. Additionally, I note that the underlying zoning of the site and surrounding area is Medium Density 

Residential (MRZ). The surrounding environment is residential. The housing stock in the block surrounding the 

site (Westminster, Carrington, and Malvern streets) primarily contains older housing stock associated with the 

Church Property Trustees subdivision. The housing stock south of the site along Westminster Street, outside 

both the character and residential heritage areas, contains newer housing of a higher density than the 

surrounding block. The Rutland Street Church, associated with the 1923 subdivision and established c. 1925, is 

on the corner of Westminster and Rutland streets, about 55m southwest of the site. There are two Common 

Lime trees (Tilia x europaea) adjacent to the site on Gosset Street (unique IDs 40930 and 40931), about 19m and 

16.5m in height.  

12. Westminster and Gosset streets are classified as local roads in the District Plan with posted speed limits of 

40km/hr. Westminster Street, near the intersection with Carrington Street has a combined average daily traffic 

(ADT) count of 1,014, of an average speed of 36.9, with a heavy vehicle traffic of 2.8% and an average speed of 

36.9km/hr. Gosset Street has an average daily traffic of 275, with a heavy vehicle traffic of 3.3%, and an average 

speed 38.5km/hr1.  

District Plan – Relevant rules and activity status 

Christchurch District Plan 

13. The site is zoned Medium Density Residential in the Christchurch District Plan. It enables moderate 

concentration and bulk of buildings, such as detached, semi-detached and terraced housing, low-rise 

apartments, and other compatible activities.  

14. The site is also located within the Malvern Character Area overlay. The purpose of a RCA is to ensure the special 

qualities are identified, retained or enhanced, when people choose to make changes or redevelop their 

property.   

15. The site is also located within an RHA. The purpose of these areas is to protect buildings and features collectively 

that are of significance to the city’s heritage and identity.  

16. Key objectives and policies related to the zones and overlays and breaches of District Plan rules are listed within 

Appendix 8 and are discussed in detail in a later section of this report. 

17. The proposal requires resource consent under the following rules in the District Plan:   

Activity 
status rule 

Standard not met Reason Matters of control or discretion  

7.4.2.3 RD1 7.4.3.7 Access 
design 

Appendix 7.5.7 requires a maximum formed 
width of 4.5m – 5.2m (2 Gosset Street) and 
5m (25 Westminster Street) width 
proposed. 

 

Appendix 7.5.7 requires clear visibility 
above 1m within a triangle measured for a 

7.4.4.9 - Vehicle access design 

 

7.4.4.11 – Visibility splay 

 

1 Taken from Council Traffic Link Counts Database, last updated 8/10/2025 (Westminster Street) and 15/08/2018 (Gosset Street).  

https://cccgovtnz-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ruth_markhamshort_ccc_govt_nz/Documents/Documents/Westminster%20and%20Gosset%20streets%20are%20classified%20as%20local%20roads%20in%20the%20District%20Plan.%20Westminster%20Street%20carries%20around%2024%20and%204%20vehicles%20per%20day.
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Activity 
status rule 

Standard not met Reason Matters of control or discretion  

width of at least 1.5m either side of the 
entrance, and for a length of at least 1.5m 
measured from the road boundary. The 
proposal does not comply as trees, i.e. 
vegetation higher than 0.5m is proposed 
within the triangle.  

8.9.2.3 RD1  8.9.2.1 P1  

a. Volume of 
earthworks  

 

The proposed earthworks will exceed the 
20m3 maximum volume in Table 9 – 
143.47m3 proposed. 

 

Note: Earthworks within 1.8m of the 
building footprint will be covered by 
Exemption 8.9.3.a.iv once a building 
consent has been issued and are not 
included above. 

Relevant matters of discretion: 

8.9.4.1 - Nuisance 

8.9.4.3 - Land stability 

8.9.4.6 – Amenity 

 

 

9.3.4.1.3 
RD6 

- The proposal is for new buildings in the 
Church Property Trustees North St. Albans 
Subdivision (1923) Residential Heritage 
Area. 

9.3.6.4 Matters of discretion for 
Residential Heritage Areas (excl. 
Akaroa Township) 

14.15.23 Character Area 
Overlay 

9.3.4.1.3 
RD7 

- The proposal involves demolition of a 
defining2 building in the Church Property 
Trustees North St. Albans Subdivision (1923) 
Residential Heritage Area (HA3). 

9.3.6.5 Matters of discretion for 
demolition in Residential 
Heritage Areas (excl. Akaroa 
Township) 

14.15.23 – Character Area 
Overlay 

9.4.4.1.3 
RD8 

9.4.4.1.1 P12 
Earthworks within 
5m of a street tree 

The proposal involves earthworks up to 5m 
of the two trees species Tilia x europaea 
(Common Lime) Unique IDs 40930 and 
40931 from the base of a street tree greater 
than 6m high (approximately 16m) that is 
located within a Character Area Overlay.  

8.9.4, matters 1 and 3 

9.4.6, matters a-e, g, i-o 

14A.5.3.1.2 
C1 

- The proposal entails the erection of new 
buildings in a Character Area Overlay.  

14A.11.21 – Character Area 
Overlay 

14A.5.3.1.2 
C1 

14A.5.3.2.5.a.ii – 
Landscaped areas 

The Character Area Overlay requires a 3m 
deep landscaping strip along the length of 
the road boundary – the full length of the 
road boundary is not landscaped to a depth 
of 3m – a minimum of 1.3m is proposed.  

14A.11.21 – Character Area 
Overlay 

14A.5.1.3 
RD21 

14A.5.2.10 Windows 
to street 

The Westminster Street-facing facades of 
both proposed buildings with hinged doors 
require a minimum of 15% glazing: 

-25 Westminster Street: 14% proposed 

 -2 Gosset Street: 5% proposed. 

14A.11.18 Street-facing glazing 

14A.5.1.3 
RD24 

14A.5.2.15 Garaging 
and carport building 
location 

The garages are not set back at least 1.2m 
further than the façades of the residential 
units as follows: 

-25 Westminster Street – the garage 
extends 1.9m beyond the residential façade.  

-2 Gosset Street – the garage is set back 
0.7m from the façade of the residential unit.  

14A.11.1 Residential design 
principles 2, 5 and 6 

 

2 Appendix 9.3.7.8.2 shows the site as ‘defining’ - RH Contribution_9.3.7.8.2.pdf. 

https://districtplanadmin.ccc.govt.nz/manage/Images/DistrictPlanImages/Planning%20Maps/RHA%20Maps/RHA%20Contribution%20Maps/RH%20Contribution_9.3.7.8.2.pdf
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18. The proposal must be considered as a restricted discretionary activity under the District Plan. 

19. In addition to the above, for context, the extent of both the RHA and RCA is shown in Appendix 7. A detailed 

description of the RHA and building is listed in the s95 notification report in the Appendix 4 and should be read 

alongside this description. Additionally, I note that while there is a significant overlap between these two areas, 

the RCA extends east of the RHA on Roosevelt Avenue and the RHA includes Malvern Park and the properties 

along Rutland Street.  

Submissions 

20. A total of 29 submissions were received on this application (4 in support and 25 in opposition). Additionally, two 

submissions in opposition were received after the submission period had closed. These submissions have been 

accepted by the Commissioner3. Appendix 1 includes a summary table of the submitters, their addresses, and 

key matters raised. As shown in Appendix 6, all but 4 submissions were by occupants and owners of properties 

within the surrounding residential neighbourhood, primarily on Gosset, Carrington, Jacobs, and Westminster 

Streets. The remaining 4 submissions, three in opposition, and one in support, are from persons living in the 

wider area of Merivale and St. Albans.  

21. Copies of all submissions have been provided to the Commissioner. 

22. The reasons for the submissions in support are summarised as follows: 

• The building is not a noteworthy or remarkable building. 

• The proposed redevelopment is in character and will contribute to amenity and streetscape values.  

• The proposed development will contribute to housing supply. 

• The cost of repair is considered uneconomic and burdensome to homeowners.  

23. Additionally, I note that several submissions in opposition considered that if demolition were to occur, that the 

proposed redevelopment would be in character and contribute to residential amenity.  

24. The reasons for the submissions in opposition are summarised by category with the following key points: 

• Effects on character and heritage: 

o The proposal will erode the character of both the RHA and RCA.   

o The proposed new development is out of character in terms of scale, density, subdivision pattern, 

built form, and design features.  

o The proposal will impact the collective integrity, coherence, and values of the streetscape. 

o Demolition is irreversible and the loss of the dwelling should be carefully considered  

• Precedent and cumulative effects 

o The proposal could set a precedent for higher density development with smaller lot sizes and a 

precedent for the demolition of dwellings. This would degrade the values of the RHA and RCA over 

time.  

o In time, this could also lead to a gradual weakening of protection of RCA and RHAs.   

• Scale, density, and overdevelopment 

o The proposal is an overdevelopment or inappropriate intensification of the site. 

o Development should be restricted to a single dwelling or like-for-like replacement. 

o The non-compliances with built form standards are more than minor. 

• Amenity, privacy, and transport 

o Concerns about the impacts on neighbouring properties, including the loss of privacy and sunlight  

o Concerns about the impacts on future occupants, particularly the size of the outdoor living spaces.  

o Concerns about the impacts on transport, including safety for road users and carparking, and 

wider impacts on the transport network.  

 

3 Decision issued by the Commissioner on 23 April 2026 (Council record 26/862313).  
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• Residential coherence 

o Concerns about the impacts on residential coherence, i.e. the more intangible effects on the 

residential neighbourhood such as neighbourhood cohesion, a sense of safety, and the community 

feel. 

• Evidence gaps 

o The application lacked comprehensive urban design, landscape, and transport assessments. 

o The heritage impact assessment was not robust and impartial.   

o The application lacked a comprehensive cost repair and alternative options assessment to justify 

demolition.  

o A lack of due diligence prior to purchase is not sufficient justification for demolition. 

• Policy and planning matters 

o The proposal is inconsistent with residential character and heritage objectives and policies. 

o There are obligations under s6 of the RMA to protect historic heritage. 

o Concerns there is an inequitable and inconsistent approach by Council to the management of 

character areas.  

25. Several submitters commented on impacts of the proposal on residential coherence, particularly the sense of 

community and safety. While I acknowledge these concerns, the matters of discretion do not direct towards 

‘residential coherence’, rather visual coherence and the ‘tangible’ effects on residential character and amenity. 

These effects are outside the scope of the application. 

26. Several submitters found the information on the costs of repairs lacking, especially in relation to alternative 

options such as a like-for-like rebuild or minor alterations, and that the threshold of ‘unreasonable costs’ had 

not been proven by the applicant. As the notification assessment precludes consideration of costs as it is a 

positive effect to avoid these, this was not raised in the initial request for further information. Subsequently, 

following the close of submissions, a request for this information was sent. The applicant provided an updated 

comparison of estimated costs on 22 April 2026 (Appendix 9).  

27. In terms of additional evidence, several submitters commented on the lack of assessments related to urban 

design, landscape, transport, and heritage matters. As I did not consider these essential to the completion of 

this report, these were not part of the further information request; however, this was included as a suggestion 

to the applicant in advance of the hearing or for additional evidence during the hearing should the Commissioner 

agree that it is relevant and necessary to determine the application.  

28. Additionally, several submissions commented on the motives or intent of the applicant. That is, that profit was 

a motivating factor for the applicant, especially given the changes in nearby school zones  which places the 

application site in a desirable area for schools and could be a motivating factor for the applicant on establishing 

an additional dwelling. However, as the District Plan directs a consideration of the effects or the results of the 

proposal rather than motives, I have not considered this in my assessment. 

29. Submitters commented on the positive aspect of two dwellings on one site, i.e. the increase in housing supply 

of buildings of a higher quality than the existing. However, as the matters of discretion to not direct towards a 

consideration of housing supply, I have not considered this in my assessment.  

30. Several submitters commented on the impacts on the neighbouring properties regarding loss of privacy and 

shading. Specifically, the occupants of 8 Gosset Street adjacent to the applicant site to the north and the 

occupants of 20 Westminster Street to the south of the application site. However, as the matters of discretion 

do not extend to a consideration of these impacts as the proposal is compliant with relevant built form standards 

(including height from boundary, building setbacks, and building height), I have not considered these 

submissions in my assessment.  

31. Finally, many submissions commented on the proposal in view of the Malvern Design Guide for the RCA. I note 

that this guide is a non-statutory document as it sits outside the District Plan. However, I do consider the 

submissions raised in relation to this to be relevant as the guide is intended to support an assessment against 

District Plan matters of assessment under 14A.11.21 and 14.15.23. As such, I have considered these submissions 

relevant.  

https://ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consents-and-Licences/resource-consents/Forms/Character-Areas/Malvern-Design-Guide-2019.pdf
https://districtplan.ccc.govt.nz/?docId=LKexZOG1FxY%3d
https://districtplan.ccc.govt.nz/?docId=UMI360HTkCM%3d


10 

 

Resource Management Act 1991 

32. When considering an application for resource consent and any submissions received, the consent authority must 

have regard to the matters listed in Sections 104 and 104C of the Resource Management Act 1991. Subject to 

Part II of the Act, which contains the Act’s purpose and principles, including matters of national importance, the 

consent authority shall have regard to: 

a) Any actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing the activity. 

b) Any relevant provisions of a plan or proposed plan, and national policy statement.  

c) Any other matter the consent authority considers relevant and reasonably necessary to determine the 

application. 

33. It should be noted that other than giving pre-eminence to Part II, Section 104 gives no priority to other matters.  

They are all matters to have regard to and the consent authority must exercise its discretion as to the weight 

that it gives certain matters, depending on the circumstances of the case. 

34. Under Section 104C, when considering an application for resource consent for a restricted discretionary activity, 

a consent authority may grant or refuse the resource consent, and (if granted) may impose conditions under 

section 108.  The proviso to this section is that the consent authority must consider only those matters specified 

in the plan or a national environmental standard over which discretion is restricted and may impose conditions 

only for those matters. 

35. No written approvals have been provided.  

Actual and potential effects on the environment (s104(1)(a)) 

36. As a restricted discretionary activity, the Council’s assessment of the effects of this proposal is limited to matters 

of discretion as outlined in Paragraph 16 which relate to heritage, residential character and amenity, nuisance 

effects from earthworks, protection of street trees, and transport effects. 

37. The objectives and policies in the District Plan set the context for assessing the effects of the application. These 

are outlined in Appendix 8, insofar as they are relevant to the restricted discretion in the table above. In 

summary, these consider the impacts of demolition on the RHA in consideration of costs of repair and retention,  

residential character and amenity, integrity of trees, nuisance and amenity effects from earthworks, and 

transport.  

38. Having regard to this planning framework and the relevant matters raised in the submissions, I consider that the 

actual and potential effects of the proposal on the environment relate to the following:   

• effects on heritage values, including the matters set out in Rule 9.3.6.5; 

• transport; 

• residential character and amenity; 

• cumulative effects; 

• integrity of protected trees; and 

• nuisance and amenity from earthworks.  

Effects on heritage values 

39. I have considered the matters required under Rule 9.3.6.5 based on the information provided by the applicant, 

the Council heritage advisor, Gareth Wright, and the submissions as outlined in the following paragraphs. 

40. The applicant provided a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) from Wilkie Bruce dated 11 November 2025 

following a request for further information. In summary, the assessment considers the dwelling is ‘plain’ or 

‘average’ in comparison to the average original house on Gosset Street, the individual social history is likely to 

be of limited interest and the collective history of the RHA is better represented by other buildings. As the RHA 

has a high number of defining buildings (72 sites or 64% of the area), the demolition will be mitigated by a 

sensitively designed replacement.  

https://districtplan.ccc.govt.nz/?docId=f49sOVJX0uw%3d
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41. I have also considered the costs of repair taking into consideration the estimate provided by the applicant 

(Appendix 9). I note that in the original application the applicant provided a detailed earthquake damage 

assessment (EQC assessment) and repair strategy by Grounded Consultancy following the Canterbury 

Earthquake Sequence (CES) (dated 14 May 2024). Given the size of this file, I have provided this to the 

Commissioner and submitters separately rather than as part of the report (Council record 26/972441).  

42. The EQC assessment noted that previous repairs had already been undertaken, but that additional damage was 

noted by the homeowner following repairs. The assessment concluded the following: 

• Liquefaction damage was sustained from the CES; however, the site is suitable for foundation repair or 

replacement. 

• Recommended repairs involve lifting and relevelling the house and adjusting piles and repairing cracks.   

• There is some exterior damage to windows and doors and cracked painting in the weatherboard cladding.  

• There is minor internal damage which is primarily cosmetic.   

• Overall, the site is suitable for foundation repairs or replacement. 

43. The comparison of estimated costs  (Appendix 9) included an estimate of a new character house, a “Kensington” 

dwelling of a similar floor area as advertised by Brooksfield Ltd, a well known developer of character houses and 

townhouses. An estimate for foundation repair and including restoration and refurbishment has also been 

provided by Ross Bailey Builder Ltd. In summary, the cost of a new character build exclusive of GST is $841,550 

(inclusive of GST is $967,782.50). The cost for the repairs, restoration, and refurbishment inclusive of GST is 

$1,253,583.54. The estimate concludes that there are ‘cost premiums’ compared to the new construction. 

44. Council Heritage Advisor, Gareth Wright, has provided a memo following the s95 notification decision that 

considers the costs of repairs and alternative options (Appendix 2). In summary, Mr. Wright disagrees with the 

conclusions in the HIA. In particular, he considers the dwelling, constructed at a later date, c. 1937, is potentially 

more significant as being a later example of a 1930s bungalow and is still visibly within the interwar bungalow 

typology. The loss of one defining dwelling, even when there are multiple remaining ones, has an impact and a 

simple ‘majority’ is not an acceptable threshold for cumulative loss. Every demolition “ultimately impacts the 

overall integrity and coherence of an RHA”. A new build should be considered in its own right and is not 

mitigation for the loss of a defining building.  

45. Regarding the estimate of costs, Mr. Wright considers the applicant has not supplied evidence to support the 

contention of overcapitalisation as the cost of a new build and a more “conservation informed” repair is 

comparable, noting that a preference for a new build is not a matter of discretion. Mr. Wright has reached this 

conclusion as the cost of the new character house, inclusive of GST is $967,782.50 and is a provisional cost 

difference of $285,800 compared to the renovation. Additionally, the estimate includes “significant betterment” 

items beyond the scope of a conservation repair. In comparison, Mr. Wright notes the initial estimate valued 

repairs at $513,293 (inclusive of GST) which included repairs outside the scope of conservation. Excluding items 

considered optional to a conservation repair including a full exterior and roof replacement, new bathrooms, site 

works (e.g. landscaping), and doors new estimate of $987,430 (including GST) is reached which is comparable 

to a new build. Additionally, this estimate may also be inflated as it includes a full foundation replacement and 

full relining which may not be necessary if the house was not lifted.  

46. Regarding the proposed two new buildings, Mr. Wright considers the two new buildings will overall represent 

the values and significance of the RHA. In particular, he notes, that they overtly reference the interwar bungalow 

style in respect to the architectural details and site layout and access.  

47. Two submitters were in support of the demolition as the submitters did not consider the dwelling was a 

noteworthy example. Submitters in opposition considered the loss of the dwelling would have an adverse effect 

on the collective values and the cohesiveness and integrity of the RHA. Multiple submitters also commented 

that the applicant had not demonstrated that an unreasonable repair threshold had been proven. 

48. Based on the above, I have first considered the impacts of the demolition on the RHA then the proposed 

redevelopment of the site based on the matters of discretion.  
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Collective heritage values and level of significance (9.3.2.6.5(a)(b))  
 
49. I consider the demolition of the building would significantly  impact the integrity and coherence of the RHA. As 

a defining building, the building establishes and embodies the heritage values of the area. The building is 

considered to be in good physical condition based on the Grounded Consultancy (2024) report and from my own 

observations on the site visit. Additionally, it is located on a prominent corner site visible on the northeast 

approach from the intersection at Rutland Street (see Appendix 10).  

50. I agree with Mr. Wright, the building provides significance as a later example of the Church Property Trustees 

subdivision (c. 1937) and contributes to the integrity and coherence of the area. The application site is also on 

Gosset Street, identified in the RHA site record as having distinctive physical characteristics from established 

(Common Lime) street trees. As noted by one submitter, the property forms part of a ‘gateway’ to this distinctive 

street.  

51. Additionally, while the RHA is relatively intact, there has been recent incremental erosion of the area impacting 

the collective heritage values. As commented on by one submitter, original bungalows along Rutland Street, 

have been replaced by higher density housing, prior to Plan Change 13. Of the 13 properties along this street, 3 

properties, 24, 30, and 54, are or have been developed into higher density housing, multi-unit complexes and a 

duplex (Appendix 10). 

Extent of damage, repair costs, and alternatives (9.3.6.5(c) and (d))  

52. These matters of discretion consider the extent of damage by natural events (earthquakes) and if options for 

retention and repair have been thoroughly considered, including the technical feasibility and likely costs of these 

options. In this case, as assessed by Grounded Consultancy (2024), the dwelling is overall in good physical 

condition. While additional repairs to the foundations are recommended, the extent of damage to its physical 

features is relatively minor and the dwelling is considered suitable for repair (9.3.6.5(c)). 

53. In assessing the proposal against 9.3.6.5(d), I have considered both the applicant’s estimate and Mr. Wright’s 

advice. I agree with Mr. Wright that the estimate has included additional betterment items which is above that 

of a conservation estimate. I note no expert conservation advice has been obtained by the applicant. While I am 

willing to accept several “betterment” items for the dwelling to obtain a current building code of compliance 

and to meet Healthy Home Standards, such as insulation and heating, including these costs would result in a 

comparable estimate. For instance, when the rotation of the house, the interior (not including the insulation), 

site works (i.e. landscaping), bathrooms, and flooring and the related GST are excluded, I reach a total of 

$898,536 (repairs) versus $967,782.50 (new). Even if additional costs were considered, such as the interior the 

difference would be $173,229 ($1,141,011 v. $967,782.50) which I do not consider a significant difference. 

Additionally, I consider that the retention and repair options presented are technically feasible as the primary 

repair required for conservation are for the repairs to foundations which are feasible. As such, I do not consider 

the applicant has presented sufficient evidence to justify the demolition, especially in view of the significance of 

the dwelling.   

Photographic documentation (9.3.6.5(f))  

54. Should the applicant be granted, the applicant has agreed to conditions (Appendix 11) to provide photographic 

documentation to Council prior to demolition works.  

55. Given this, I consider that this matter will be met. 

New buildings (9.3.6.4(a),(b) and (c)) 

56. The design of the proposed new buildings is considered to be consistent with the values of the heritage area. 

The new buildings have complementary architectural details, including the weatherboard cladding, timber 

shingles, corrugated roofing, and gable rooflines. The exterior of the buildings will use muted and 

complementary colours, shades of white and grey (as indicated in the landscaping plans). Two submitters 
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commented on the inconsistency of the roofline. I note that the roofing material, corrugated steel4, and the 

roofing typology is consistent with the area. I acknowledge that the scale, two-storey dwellings, is larger as most 

of the bungalows which are single-storey. However, there are other examples of two-storey dwellings in the 

area5. Additionally, the footprints of the proposed new buildings, 173m² and 144m² respectively, with attached 

garages, is not inconsistent with the building footprints of the current site, as the existing dwelling is 100m² and 

the detached garage is 30m².  

57. While I acknowledge the proposed new sites are of a smaller area, 493m² and 408m², than other lots in the 

historic subdivision, which are closer to 600m², I consider they are not dissimilar to other lots, such as 29, 33, 

41, and 45 Westminster Street and access will remain from Westminster Street. Fencing along the road 

boundary will be low picket or post and rail fencing.  

58. Four trees will be retained, and four new trees will be planted along the road boundary alongside hedges.  

59. While the position of the garages is somewhat prominent, as the garage at 2 Gosset Street has a similar setback 

to the dwelling and the garage at 25 Westminster is closer to the road boundary than the dwelling, the impact 

on the street scene is softened by landscaping and roofing which is similar to the attached dwellings.  

60. Overall, I consider the proposed new buildings will maintain the collective values of the remainder of the 

heritage area, when viewed near the street scene and on wider views.  However, I note in respect of matter (c) 

that this part of the proposal will not provide for retention of a building as complete demolition of the defining 

building is required to clear the site for construction.  

Cumulative effects 

61. Many of the submitters commented on the impact of the loss of the dwelling in the RHA and the cumulative 

effects, i.e. concerns about precedent of setting benchmark for future demolitions – overall erosion of the RHA. 

I acknowledge that the authorisation of demolition of this defining building could result in a further erosion of 

the collective heritage values and significance of the RHA. boundary will be low picket or post and rail fencing.  

Summary & conclusion 

62. Based on the matters of discretion, I  consider the loss of this defining building  would significantly impact the 

collective heritage values and significance of the of the RHA and impact the overall integrity and coherence of 

the heritage area. .  The building damage from earthquakes is minor and the building is considered to be in good 

condition for its age. The retention and repair options supplied by the applicant demonstrate that retention and 

repair is technically feasible and the likely costs are comparable to a new build. I consider this especially when 

additional betterment items are excluded, as discussed by Mr. Wright, so that the estimate is closer to a 

‘conservation’ approach. While the applicant has agreed to photographic documentation should the demolition 

occur, as the primary consideration is the effect of the works on the collective value and significance of the 

heritage area, as I consider the effects to be significant and that the applicant has not sufficiently demonstrated 

that demolition is justified in this context.   

Transport 

63. The proposal does not comply with two transport standards. The vehicle accesses are 0.5m and 0.7m wider than 

the permitted 4.5m and the trees, once established, could partially obscure part of the visibility splays above 

the maximum 1m height.  Matters of discretion require consideration of the safety and amenity values on users 

of the vehicle accesses, the neighbouring properties and the functioning of the transport network (under 

matters of discretion 7.4.4.9 and 7.4.4.11). 

64. I note that several submitters commented on the adverse impacts of additional vehicle crossings from two 

households on the transport network. While I cannot consider the additional vehicle crossing and additional 

 

4 True Oak© Deep as indicated in the site plans: https://www.roof.co.nz/product/true-oak-deep  

5  For example, 9, 26, and 30 Gosset, 29 Carrington, 30 Malvern, and 50 Jacobs streets.  

https://districtplan.ccc.govt.nz/?docId=PH%2buADdzbDE%3d
https://districtplan.ccc.govt.nz/?docId=8fzIOv0oHC8%3d
https://www.roof.co.nz/product/true-oak-deep
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traffic generation, I have considered the safety of the vehicle access given the trees within the visibility splays 

and the 0.5 and 0.7m additional width of the vehicle accesses.  

65. The adjacent transport network is low volume. Specifically, Westminster and Gosset streets are classified as 

local roads in the District Plan. Westminster Street has an estimated 1,014 ADT. This places Westminster Street 

on the lower end of a ‘Level 1’ volume road, noting the classification is from 500 to 15,000. Gosset Street has an 

estimated 275 ADT and is classified as a low volume road. The formed road fronting the crossings at Westminster 

Street is about 12m wide.  

66. Given this, I consider the impacts on the transport network from the additional widths and visibility play 

intrusions will be acceptable. The additional time for pedestrians to cross the vehicle crossings given the 

relatively small increase in width would be negligible. Sightlines are good, even when trees have reached 

maturity. The formed road is also wide which would be provide additional opportunities for both road users of 

Westminster Street and drivers reversing from the new buildings to view and avoid potential obstacles, such as 

parked cars, or road users.  Westminster Street is a Level 1 road with a relatively low volume of traffic and low 

percentages, about 3%, of heavy vehicle traffic.  Gosset Street has a very low volume and the distance to the 

intersection, about 17m from the vehicle access at 2 Gosset Street, is appropriate. Both roads have a low posted 

and reported speed limit, about 40km/hr. As such, I consider that the impacts on the transport network will be 

acceptable and that no transport assessment is required to assess the impacts.   

Residential character and amenity 

67. Submitters commented on the impacts of the new buildings on the character and amenity of the Malvern RCA. 

Submitters in opposition remarked that the proposed new buildings are out of character, especially regarding 

scale, the proportion of built form to open space, on-site amenity, garage dominance, and impacts on 

neighbouring properties. Submitters in support considered the proposal was in character and would provide 

amenity for the area. 

68. Council Urban Designer, Chris Wang, has provided a memo following the close of submissions (Appendix 3). Mr. 

Wang’s advice is summarised as follows: 

• Conclusion: Overall, the proposal aligns with the Malvern Character Area, although matters not fully 

addressed include a reduction of the spaciousness between buildings and the design and proportion of 

the garages in relation to the dwelling. Additional landscaping conditions are recommended, including 

a minimum height for hedges and trees, and an additional Magnolia tree. 

• Area context: The proposal recognises the street trees on Gosset Street as the frontage is not 

interrupted by vehicle crossings and the adjacent street tree will be retained and protected. While larger 

than most sites (due to its location), the minimum net site areas would be met, and the pattern is not 

dissimilar to others in the surrounding blocks. However, there is tension with the separation distance 

between buildings.  

• Street interface: The proposed building is in close alignment with existing dwellings on Gosset Street, 

albeit slightly forward. The front garden is consistent with the established pattern. However, the 

proposal along Westminster Street is inconsistent with the frontage setback as garages are usually from 

side streets or behind the main building and undermines the coherence of the street interface. While 

the applicant amended the design, including the roof form and incorporating additional planting. 

Overall, there is a mixed street interface; however, on balance, this matter is met.  

• Site character: The balance of open space to buildings is reduced between the buildings and the 

orientation has changed to 2x smaller northwest yards. However, the distance is mitigated by 

landscaping, including trees and hedging. The vegetation is appropriate, especially along Gosset Street. 

The reduced second storey of the buildings (from the ground floor) recesses the upper bulk and is 

appropriate. An additional evergreen tree is recommended within the rear yards to soften the 

appearance of the visual building bulk.  

• Built character: The scale is compatible with the character houses in the area. while single-storey 

dwellings are more common, the Malvern Character Area Guide considers two-storey forms a feature 

on corner site which is seen in the area. The proposal has a reduced upper-level bulk which is similar to 
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others. The bevel-back weatherboard cladding, bay windows, shingles, and fascia detailing is in 

character, although the garage is less aligned with the area.  

• Integration of access, parking, and servicing and safety: The proposed driveway and garages dominate 

Westminster Street.  While garages could reduce the casual surveillance, passive surveillance can be 

conducted from other windows. It’s recommended to reduce the hedge to 1.2m and restrict the height 

of a tree to enable passive surveillance.   

69. I have considered the proposal and its alignment with the Malvern RCA and the matters including area context, 

site character, street interface, site character, and built character.  Additionally, I have considered the impacts 

on neighbouring properties. This is discussed in detail below.  

Area context 

70. The proposal recognises the landscape setting of Gosset Street with the mature Common Lime trees. The vehicle 

entrances will remain via Westminster Street, and the Common Lime Trees will be retained and protected (as 

further discussed). While the proposed new buildings will create two smaller lot sizes, 493m² and 408m², and 

the average lot size is closer to 600m², the subdivision grain would be similar to other corner sites on 

Westminster Street, including numbers 29 and 33 and 41 and 45. Additionally, the development pattern is  

similar to the existing along Westminster Street (as shown in Figure 6 of Appendix 3).  There is some variation 

with the area in terms of the building separations, which are relatively close to one another. However, on 

balance, an overall visual coherence will be maintained.  

Street interface 

71. The proposal along Gosset Street has a front yard building setback which is consistent with the existing depth 

and pattern of the area. Along the Westminster Street interface, the garaging is inconsistent with the established 

pattern which has less dominant garages and further away from the dwellings. However, the landscaping and 

gable roofs above the garage, provides some mitigation.  

72. While the site will have two paved vehicle accesses with garaging within the front yard area, the design and 

layout of the site, with the attached garages, landscaping, and roof, which integrates with the attached dwellings 

reduces the visual dominance of the parking and garaging. 

73. Fencing is low and includes a 0.9m high post /rail and a 0.9m picket fencing to contribute to the character of the 

street.  

74. Buildings front the street and serve to reinforce the street edge. The proposed building at 2 Gosset Street, as a 

corner site, has two frontages. While glazing from windows facing Westminster Street is less than the required 

15% of the front facade, with 14% at Westminster, and 5% at 2 Gosset, this is compensated for by windows from 

living areas on 2 Gosset Street and low fencing which provides opportunities for passive surveillance. 

Site character 

75. The balance of open space to buildings is reduced from the new buildings, however, I consider the balance is 

overall consistent with the surrounding area. In particular, the open or landscaped areas on each site is 48% and 

38%, respectively, which complements the area and other sites along Gosset and Westminster streets. 

76. While the new buildings have a relatively small distance between the sites, about 3m, this is mitigated for the 

landscaping and the built form, with a second storey of a smaller footprint than the ground floor.  Additionally, 

the applicant had provisionally agreed to conditions for landscaping. While an additional tree could provide 

additional mitigation, I consider the proposed landscaping in the site plans will provide adequate mitigation. 

77. The front and rear yards have space for planting. While the landscaping strip is 1.7m less than the required 3m, 

this is compensated for by the quality of planting, including the retention of trees. 

Built character 

78. The buildings have a complementary and compatible built form as the design includes weatherboard cladding, 

bay windows, shingles, and fascia detailing with rooflines similar to others in the area.  
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79. While two-storey dwellings are not the primary dwelling in the area, the Character Area Guide considers two-

storey dwellings on street corners a feature of the area and the scale support the area values. The design, with 

the reduced upper-level bulk is also appropriate for the area.  

Summary 

80. The proposed new buildings overall meet the Character Area Overlay matters. While the garaging and separation 

between the buildings is less aligned with the area, the landscaping and building design, including the small first 

floor footprint and gable roof provides mitigation. Additionally, the reduced width of the landscaping, the fewer 

windows facing the street, and the intrusion of the garaging is on balance considered acceptable when 

considering the proposal as a whole and the street interface.    

Integrity of protected trees 

81. Earthworks are proposed within 5m of two Common Lime trees (Tilia x europaea), unique IDs 40930 and 40931, 

in a Character Area Overlay that are greater than 6m in height (about 16m). Following a further request for 

information prior to the s95 decision, a tree protection management plan (TPMP) and arborial impact 

assessment (AIA) were provided by the applicant.  

82. The AIA and TPMP was reviewed by Council Arborist, John Thornton, prior to the s95 decision. Mr. Thornton 

agreed with the recommendations and methodology in these documents and concluded that the effects on the 

conditions of the trees would be less than minor if carried out correctly to avoid long term damage (Council 

record 26/245924). Should the consent be granted, the applicant agreed to conditions to adhere to these 

documents (Appendix 11).  

83. Given this, I consider that should the consent be granted, the integrity and values of these trees will be protected 

during earthworks and the effects on the trees will be less than minor and acceptable.  

Nuisance and amenity effects from earthworks 

84. Earthworks will exceed 20m³ for residential by approximately 123m³ should the proposed new buildings be 

constructed. The applicant has agreed to follow conditions on earthworks should the application be granted 

(Appendix 11). These include an erosion and sediment plan to manage dust and sediment and for loading and 

unloading to be conducted within the site.  

85. Additionally, filling near the boundaries is minimal, and would not introduce additional opportunities for 

overlooking onto neighbouring sites, as previously assessed in-depth under the s95 notification decision 

(Appendix 4).  

86. As such, with the accepted conditions, I consider earthworks effects will be less than minor and acceptable.  

Conclusion with respect to effects on the environment 

87. It is my opinion that the effects of the demolition of the dwelling on the integrity and coherence of the RHA will 

be significant, as it is a defining building in a prominent location that substantially contributes to the RHA.  In my 

view, there is no mitigation possible for the loss.  

88. In terms of the proposed two new buildings, including the associated earthworks and landscaping, I consider 
that the effects are acceptable as the buildings will overall be in character for the area, adverse amenity effects 
related to the construction will be mitigated and street trees will be protected. 

Relevant objectives, policies, and other provisions of a Plan or a Proposed Plan (s104(1)(b)) 

 

89. Regard must be had to the relevant objectives and policies in the Christchurch District Plan, which are attached 

in Appendix 8. I have assessed the proposal against these by category below.  
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Chapter 9: Heritage 

90.       The overarching objective (Objective 9.3.2.1.1) directs that historic heritage is maintained through protection 

and conservation while acknowledging that demolition of a defining or contributory building could be justified 

in some situations (Policy 9.3.2.2.8(b)) and in recognition of damage from earthquakes.  

91.      I consider that the proposed demolition of the dwelling to be contrary to  these. The loss of the defining building 

would have a more than minor effect on the collective heritage values and significance of the heritage area. 

The dwelling is located on a prominent corner and recognisable street (Gosset Street) with mature street trees 

in the RHA. The dwelling is an example of a later stage in the Church Property Trustees (1923 subdivision) and 

contributes to the collective heritage values and significance of the listed RHA. The dwelling is in an overall good 

condition following the Christchurch earthquakes and initial repairs. The presented options for retention and 

repair demonstrate that the “defining” building category would not be impacted resulting in the building 

becoming neutral or intrusive. The conservation repairs would improve the building foundations with minor 

external repairs. Additionally, the applicant has not demonstrated the costs to retain and repair are 

unreasonable.  When conservation focused repairs are considered, as previously discussed, the costs to retain 

and repair are comparable to a new character dwelling. As such, demolition would be inappropriate.  

92.      I also recognise the RHA is a recent heritage listing which was listed with guidance by Policy 9.3.2.2.2 and 

assessed by Dr. Ann McEwan (Appendix 4) as the application site and surrounding area was considered to meet 

heritage values. I do not agree with the HIA supplied by the applicant regarding the significance of the dwelling 

and its limited interest. As such, I consider the demolition of the dwelling would undermine this policy. 

93.       I have also considered that the demolition could be contrary to Policy 9.3.2.2.3(a) and the values of the 

scheduled heritage setting, i.e. the RHA. The dwelling is in a prominent location in a more sensitive location 

than other dwellings. The applicant has also provided a cost and repair estimate that demonstrates that works 

can be undertaken to ensure the ongoing use of the dwelling, including upgrades to meet Building Code which 

would be sensitive, i.e. retain the dwelling’s heritage values.  

94.      I also consider that should the building be retained and should the recommended repairs in the estimate be 

undertaken, that the dwelling and the surrounding RHA would align with 9.3.2.2.3(b)(ii) as the works would 

conserve and likely enhance the authenticity and integrity of the dwelling and heritage area.  

Chapter 14A: Residential 

95. I consider the proposed new buildings  to be consistent with these objectives and policies.  The proposed design 

is sympathetic with the Malvern Character Area and that the buildings will maintain and enhance its value. The 

proposed design with architectural detailing appropriate for the area, including weatherboard cladding and 

shingled gabled roofing with significant planting and street engagement with doors and windows facing the road 

frontage, aligns with expectations of the RCA. Additionally, the proposal will give effect to the overarching 

objective, Objective 14A.2.5 which seeks high quality neighbourhoods in accordance with the planned urban 

character. The proposed buildings are of a high quality and align with a moderate concentration of buildings. 

The proposal also gives effect to related Policy 14A.2.5.1 as the buildings have a high quality site layout. While 

the position of the garages while in front of the proposed dwellings will not be visually prominent in light of the 

design and landscaping.  

96. In regard to the demolition of a building in a RCA, the objectives and policies do not seek to retain buildings in 

Christchurch character areas. I consider this to be a deliberate exclusion as Policy 14A.2.5.8(b) seeks buildings 

in the Lyttelton Character Area of high character value are retained, which is confirmed  by the restricted 

discretionary activity status for demolition of buildings in Lyttelton character areas, but not for this in wider 

Christchurch. As such, I do not consider the demolition of a building in a character area to be inconsistent with 

these and have instead given more weight to the proposed construction of the new buildings.  

97. Overall, given the above, I consider the proposal to be consistent with Chapter 14A objectives and policies.  
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Chapter 7: Transport 

98. Vehicle access and parking will be consistent with Objective 7.2.1 and policies 7.2.1.3 and 7.2.1.5 as vehicle 

access and parking will be safe and efficient for transport modes and users given the surrounding low volume 

roading network, the width of the formed road, and the sight distances which compensates for the additional 

width and the potential intrusion of trees within the visibility splay areas.  

Chapter 8: Earthworks 

99. Earthworks will be consistent with policies 8.2.5.2, 8.2.5.3, and 8.2.5.4 as more than minor nuisance effects on 

people and property will be avoided as should the applicant be granted, the applicant has agreed to draft 

conditions to manage earthworks. Additionally, earthworks are appropriate for the proposed residential use and 

loading and unloading will be within the site. 

100. Earthworks will be consistent with Policy 8.2.4.4 also they will not result in significant shading or a loss of privacy 

for those living or working in the locality as existing site levels will generally be maintained following completion 

of works.  

Chapter 9: Significant & other trees 

101. The Common Lime trees on Gosset Street will be maintained and protected from inappropriate construction 

works as an AIA and TPMP have demonstrated how the trees will be protected. The applicant has also agreed 

to draft conditions to comply with these should the application be granted. I consider the proposal to be 

consistent with Objective 9.4.2.1.1 and Policy 9.4.2.2.3.   

Summary 

102. After considering the relevant objectives and policies it is my conclusion that the proposed demolition of the 

dwelling has not met Policy 9.3.2.2.8 relating to the demolition of a defining building and granting consent would 

be contrary to this policy. While  the proposed construction of the two dwellings and related works, including 

landscaping, works near street trees, and earthworks are considered to be consistent with the objectives and 

policies in the District Plan, as the demolition is a prerequisite to this conclusion, I have given greater weight to 

this policy.  

Other relevant statutory documents (s104(1)(b)) 

103. The District Plan gives effect to the national direction documents referred to in s104(1)(b) for all relevant matters 

except for the National Policy Statement for Natural Hazards (NPS-NH). This requires natural hazard risk to 

people and property associated with subdivision, use and development to be managed using a risk-based 

proportionate approach based on the best information available. 

104. The site is subject to liquefaction hazard. However, as the matters of discretion do not extend to consideration 

of this hazard, I have not conducted a risk assessment of this natural hazard.  

105. In regard to other higher order planning documents, the District Plan gives effect to the higher order planning 

documents. As such, there is no need to address them specifically in this report.  

Natural hazard risk (s106A) 

106. Section 106A6 enables a consent authority to refuse to grant a land use consent, or grant a consent subject to 

conditions, if it considers that there is a significant risk from natural hazards. This requires a combined 

assessment of all of the following taken together: 

(a) “the likelihood of natural hazards occurring (whether individually or in combination): 
(b) the material damage to land in respect of which the consent is sought, other land, or structures that would 

result from natural hazards: 

 

6 Introduced by the Resource Management (Consenting and Other System Changes) Amendment Act 2025, with effect from 21 August 2025 
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(c) whether the proposed use would accelerate, worsen, or result in material damage of the kind referred to in 
paragraph (b): 

(d) whether the proposed use of the land would result in adverse effects on the health or safety of people.”  

 

107. As discussed in the previous section, the application site is subject to liquefaction hazard. Using the Christchurch 

City Liquefaction Vulnerability Viewer (based on the Christchurch Liquefaction Vulnerability Study 2020 by 

Tonkin and Taylor), the site is within a high liquefaction vulnerability area. In a 1 in 100 year event this places 

liquefaction damage in the ‘minor to moderate’ category and the same in a 1 in 500 year in the “moderate to 

severe” category. I note that the Building Code and Building Act requires mitigation of a 1 in 25 year event such 

that there is no loss of amenity, and in a 1 in 500 year event damage must be managed so there may be moderate 

to significant structural damage to a building, but it will not collapse.  

108. Taking into account the likelihood of the hazard occurring, damage to land and structures, nature of the activity, 

and the potential for adverse effects on the health or safety of people, as well as the requirements of the building 

consent process, I do not consider there to be grounds to refuse the grant of consent. I have not recommended 

conditions as if granted, the proposed new buildings will need a building consent which will require foundations 

are designed to consider the liquefaction hazard. 

Relevant other matters (s104(1)(c)) 

Precedent effect and plan integrity 

109. I have concluded above that the proposed demolition is contrary to policy 9.3.2.2.8; therefore, I have considered 

issues of precedent or plan integrity.  

110. Submitters had concerns that the granting of this consent would set a precedent for granting of similar 

applications, that is the additional demolition of dwellings in the RHA. I also consider this can be considered in 

view of the matters of discretion, which include a consideration of visual coherence and a loss of character for 

the RCA and the effect of works on the collective heritage values.  

111. I consider that there could be a precedent set by granting this consent, given my view that this would be contrary 

to the District Plan. In particular, as the demolition of defining and contributory buildings in an RHA which would 

lead to an erosion of the RHAs around the city.  

112. Submitters had additional concerns that granting the proposal would set a precedent for development of a 

higher density and scale.  I note that the MRZ zoning does anticipate an increased density and scale of residential 

development, subject to the RHA and RCA considerations for this particular site. In particular, the proposal 

meets the minimum site density of 400m² as required for each site (Built Form Standard 14A.5.3.2.6). Therefore, 

I do not consider the proposal to set a precedent in terms of residential intensification.   

Relevant Non-statutory Documents  

113. As previously discussed, the Council Malvern Design Guide, while a non-statutory document, supports an 

assessment of the Malvern RCA and the District Plan and has been considered relevant.   

114. Additionally, I note that heritage assessments prepared by Ann McEwan for the residential heritage areas and 
the buildings located within them, including the current application site (Appendix 4), have been considered in 

my assessment as these were used to guide the scheduling of heritage under the Plan Change 13 process. 

Part 2 of the Act 

115. The matters outlined previously are subject to Part 2 of the Act which outlines its purpose and principles.  

116. The use, development and protection of resources is to be sustainably managed in a way that enables people 

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

avoiding, remedying or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the environment.   

https://apps.canterburymaps.govt.nz/ChristchurchLiquefactionViewer/
https://apps.canterburymaps.govt.nz/ChristchurchLiquefactionViewer/
https://districtplan.ccc.govt.nz/?docId=jaKOdBsO0Ys%3d
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117. Taking guidance from case law7, the District Plan is considered to be the mechanism by which the purpose and 

principles of the Act are given effect to in the Christchurch District. It was competently prepared via independent 

hearing and decision-making processes in a manner that appropriately reflects the provisions of Part 2. This 

includes s6 or protecting matters of national importance which includes historic heritage which was given effect 

by the implementation of PC13. Accordingly, no further assessment against Part 2 is considered necessary. 

Conclusion 

118. After considering the actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing the application, it is my 

conclusion that the effects of the proposed demolition will be significant and not acceptable overall.  In my view, 

the positive effects of the proposed dwellings cannot be considered as mitigation or outweigh this conclusion 

as the building contributes to Christchurch District’s character and identity as a defining building in a relatively 

intact residential heritage area and its removal is not justified in this instance.  

119. In my opinion the proposed demolition is contrary to Policy 9.3.2.2.8 of the District Plan as demolition is 

inappropriate in this context. While I consider the other aspect of the proposal, the new buildings with 

associated earthworks and landscaping, is consistent with the relevant objectives and policies in the District 

Plan, I have given greater weight to the Heritage objectives and policies as the redevelopment of the site requires 

the demolition of the defining building. As such, this consistency also does not reduce or outweigh the 

conclusion above regarding Policy 9.3.2.2.8, such that granting consent to the proposal is considered contrary 

to the District Plan in an overall sense.   

120. Having considered all of the relevant matters under Sections 104 and 104C, it is my opinion that consent should 

be refused. 

Recommendation 

 

121. I have assessed this application for the demolition of a defining building within a Residential Heritage Area, the 

construction of two residential units, and associated works at 25 Westminster Street, St. Albans. Having 

considered all the matters relevant to this application, I recommend that this application be refused  pursuant 

to Sections 104 and 104C of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

122. However, should the Commissioner decide to approve the application, then I consider that the conditions in 

Appendix 11 should be included under Section 108 of the Resource Management Act.  

 

Shana Dooley 

PLANNER, LEVEL 2 

13 May 2026 

 

Reviewed by: 

Ruth Markham-Short  

SENIOR PLANNER 

13 May 2026 

 

7 R J Davidson Family Trust v Marlborough District Council [2018] NZCA 316 
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Appendix 1: Submitters 

 

# Forename(s) Surname(s) Address Oppose/ 
Support 

Wish to be 
heard 

1 Marcus  Brown 20 Westminster Street Oppose No 

2 Michael  Fitzgerald  4/5 Pitt Place Oppose No 

3 Alex Lyttle 48a McFaddens Road Support Yes 

4 Jennifer Pryor 8 Westminster Street Oppose No 

5 Chelsea Johnson 8 Jacobs Street Oppose Yes 

6 Fiona and 
Marc 

Boodee 16 Westminster Street Oppose No 

7 Ben  Erskine 34 Jacobs Street Oppose No 

8 Barry Hock 21 Gosset Street Oppose No 

9 James  Simpson 39 Jacobs Street Oppose Yes 

10 Barry Jeffs 315 Papanui Road Oppose No 

11 Anna Schmidli 25 Jacobs Street Oppose Yes 

12 Anna  Wilkes 41 Gosset Street Oppose No 

13 Matthew Lovrich-FitzPatrick 27 Westminster Street Support No 

14 Jane  Ryan 3 Abberfield Lane Oppose Yes 

15 Nick  Coultas 3 Abberfield Lane Oppose No 

16 Emma Coultas 3 Abberfield Lane Oppose Yes 

17 John and Amy Boyd 48 Jacobs Street Oppose Yes 

18 
 

Bruce  Robertson 23 Gosset Street Oppose No 

19 William Vink 12 Carrington Street Oppose No 

20 
 

Simon & 
Hannah  

Fox 30 Gosset Street Oppose No 
 

21 Susan Wall 24 Carrington Street Support No 

22 Rebecca  Sparrow 7 Carrington Street Oppose Yes 

23 Anne Talaska 30 Carrington Street Support No 

24 Robert & 
Angela  

Clarke 50 Jacobs Street Oppose Yes 

25 Suzanne & 
Richard 

Orchard 21 Jacobs Street Oppose No 
 

26 Kerry  Gerken 35 Jacobs Street Oppose Yes 

27 Kate McKey 8 Gosset Street Oppose No 

28 John & Sheena Brown 31 Jacobs Street Oppose No 

29 
 

Dax Morel 42 Gosset Street Oppose Yes 

30 Nicola Davies 15 Carrington Street Oppose No 

31 Brendon Dowling 11 Carrington Street Oppose No 
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Appendix 2: Heritage Memo 
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Appendix 3: Urban Design Memo 
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Appendix 4 Notification decision & RHA record forms 
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Appendix 5: Application & Plans 
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Appendix 6: Location of submitters 

 

 
Location of submitters, including those in the wider area. Red pin = in opposition. Green pin = in support. Image: Google My Maps.  

 

 
The site (outlined in yellow). Location of submitters within the immediate area, including the two late submitters. Red pin = in opposition. 
Green pin = in support. Image: Google Earth, Airbus.    
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Appendix 7: Location of the site 

 
 
 
 

Location of the site (outlined in yellow). Image: CCC, ESRI. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Location of the site (outlined in yellow) and the Malvern Character Area (purple). Image: CCC, ESRI. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Location of the site (dashed white and arrow) and the RHA with the sites and associated building identified as 
neutral, intrusive, defining or contributory. from Appendix 9.3.7.8.2. 

https://districtplanadmin.ccc.govt.nz/manage/Images/DistrictPlanImages/Planning%20Maps/RHA%20Maps/RHA%20Contribution%20Maps/RH%20Contribution_9.3.7.8.2.pdf
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The site (yellow pin) in the wider area and other character areas. 

 
The site (outlined in yellow) and the RHA (purple) based on Appendix 9.3.7.9.2 and RCA (pink) based on the Character Area Maps web 

viewer. Image: Google Earth, Airbus.  

 

  

https://districtplanadmin.ccc.govt.nz/manage/Images/DistrictPlanImages/Planning%20Maps/RHA%20Maps/RHA%20and%20Character%20Area%20Overlap%20Maps/RHA%20RCA_9.3.7.9.2.pdf
https://gis.ccc.govt.nz/portal/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=2b0c62c294e64be3b041c6857be7595b
https://gis.ccc.govt.nz/portal/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=2b0c62c294e64be3b041c6857be7595b
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Appendix 8: Objectives and policies 

 
Objective 7.2.1 – Integrated transport system for Christchurch District 
7.2.1.3 Policy - Vehicle access and manoeuvring 

a. Provide vehicle access and manoeuvring, including for emergency service vehicles, compatible with 
the road classification, which ensures safety, and the efficiency of the transport system. 
 

7.2.1.5 Policy - Design of car parking areas and loading areas 
a. Require that car parking areas and loading areas are designed to: 

i. operate safely and efficiently for all transport modes and users; 
ii. function and be formed in a way that is compatible with the character and amenity values of the 

surrounding environment; and 
iii. be accessible for people whose mobility is restricted.  

 
Objective 8.2.4 - Earthworks 
8.2.4.4 Policy - Amenity 

a. Ensure, once completed, earthworks do not result in any significant shading, visual impact, loss of privacy or other 
significant detraction from the amenity values enjoyed by those living or working in the locality.  

 
Objective 8.2.5 – Earthworks health and safety 
8.2.5.2 Policy - Nuisance 

a. Subject to Policy 8.2.4.3, ensure that earthworks avoid more than minor adverse effects on the health and safety 
of people and their property, and do not generate continuous or persistent noise, vibration, dust or odour 
nuisance. 
 

8.2.5.3 Policy - Vehicle movement 
a. Subject to Policy 8.2.4.3, ensure that the transportation to and from a site of earth, construction or filling material 

is safe and minimises adverse transport network and local amenity value effects. 
 

8.2.5.4 Policy - Earthworks design 
a. Ensure that earthworks over identified thresholds are designed to enable the anticipated land use 

 
9.3.2.1.1 Objective - Historic heritage 

a. The overall contribution of historic heritage to the Christchurch District’s character and identity is maintained 
through the protection and conservation of significant historic heritage across the Christchurch District in a way 
which: 

i. enables and supports: 
A. the ongoing retention, use and adaptive re-use; and 
B. the maintenance, repair, upgrade, restoration and reconstruction; 

                                                  of historic heritage; and 
ii. recognises the condition of buildings, particularly those that have suffered earthquake damage, and the 

effect of engineering and financial factors on the ability to retain, restore, and continue using them; and 
iii.  acknowledges that in some situations demolition may be justified by reference to the matters in 

Policy 9.3.2.2.8. 
 
9.3.2.2.2 Policy - Identification, assessment and scheduling of heritage areas 

a. Identify heritage areas which represent important aspects of the Christchurch District’s cultural and historic 
themes and activities and assess them for significance to the Christchurch District according to:  

i. whether the heritage area meets at least one of the heritage values in Appendix 9.3.7.1 at a significant or 
higher level; and 

ii. the extent to which the heritage area and its heritage values contributes to Christchurch District’s sense of 
place and identity; has at least a moderate degree of integrity and authenticity; is a comprehensive, collective 
and integrated place, and  

iii. whether the heritage area contains a majority of buildings or features that are of defining or contributory 
importance. 

b. Schedule historic heritage areas that have been assessed as significant in accordance with Policy 9.3.2.2.2 (a) 
 

9.3.2.2.3 Policy - Management of scheduled historic heritage 

https://districtplan.ccc.govt.nz/?p=1&docId=Lq8MdYuS3RY%3d
https://districtplan.ccc.govt.nz/?p=1&docId=Lq8MdYuS3RY%3d
https://districtplan.ccc.govt.nz/


110 

 

a. Manage the effects of subdivision, use and development on the heritage items, heritage settings and heritage 
areas scheduled in Appendix 9.3.7.2 and 9.3.7.3 in a way that: 

i. provides for the ongoing use and adaptive reuse of scheduled historic heritage in a manner that is 
sensitive to their heritage values while recognising the need for works to be undertaken to accommodate 
their long term retention, use and sensitive change and the associated engineering and financial factors; 

ii.  recognises the need for a flexible approach to heritage management, with particular regard to 
enabling repairs, heritage investigative and temporary works, heritage Building Code works to 
meet building code requirements, and restoration and reconstruction, in a manner which is sensitive to 
the heritage values of the scheduled historic heritage, and retains the current level of significance 
of heritage items and heritage areas on the schedule; and  

iii. subject to i. and ii., protects their particular heritage values from inappropriate subdivision, use and 
development. 
 

b. Undertake any work on heritage items and heritage settings scheduled in Appendix 9.3.7.2 and defining 
building or contributory building in heritage areas scheduled in Appendix 9.3.7.3 in accordance with the 
following principles:  

i. focus any changes to those parts of the heritage items or heritage settings, or defining 
building or contributory building which have more potential to accommodate change (other than where 
works are undertaken as a result of damage); 

ii. conserve, and wherever possible enhance, the authenticity and integrity of heritage items and heritage 
settings, and heritage areas, particularly in the case of Highly Significant heritage items and heritage 
settings; 

iii. identify, minimise and manage risks or threats to the structural integrity of the heritage item and 
the heritage values of the heritage item, or heritage area, including from natural hazards; 

iv. document the material changes to the heritage item and heritage setting or heritage area; 
v. be reversible wherever practicable (other than where works are undertaken as a result of damage); and 

vi. distinguish between new work and existing heritage fabric in a manner that is sensitive to the heritage 
values. 
 

9.3.2.2.8 Policy - Demolition of scheduled historic heritage 
b. Within Residential Heritage Areas, demolition of defining buildings or of contributory buildings is inappropriate 

unless: 
i. Demolition would have no more than a minor effect on the collective heritage values and significance of 

the heritage area, including its overall integrity and coherence; and  
ii. Options for retention and repair have been thoroughly considered, and either 

A. all options would result in the contribution category of the building becoming neutral or intrusive; 
or 

B. the costs to retain and repair the building would be unreasonable. 
 

Objective 9.4.2.1.1 – Trees 
a.  Maintain and enhance the contribution of the Christchurch District’s significant trees listed in Appendix 9.4.7.1, 

and trees in road corridors, parks, reserves and public open space, to community amenity through: 
i. landscape character and amenity; 

ii. heritage and cultural values; 
iii. purification of air and rainwater; 
iv. releasing oxygen and storing carbon; 
v. cooling of the built environment and waterways; 

vi. stormwater and erosion management; and 
vii.  biodiversity protection and enhancement;  

                                   while providing for the reasonable use and enjoyment of property and landowner            
                                  responsibilities.  
 
9.4.2.2.3 Policy - Tree protection 

a. Protect from inappropriate physical works: 
i. trees that are listed in Appendix 9.4.7.1, particularly those trees identified as having exceptional values; 

and 
ii. trees in road corridors, parks, reserves and public open space where they provide amenity value and/or 

collectively contribute to the character and environmental quality of the Christchurch District, to the 
extent consistent with maintaining the multiple functions of road corridors, parks, reserves and public 
open space.  

https://districtplan.ccc.govt.nz/?p=1&docId=1MgZl314Ia0%3d
https://districtplan.ccc.govt.nz/?p=1&docId=W%2fQS223kf34%3d
https://districtplan.ccc.govt.nz/?p=1&docId=1MgZl314Ia0%3d
https://districtplan.ccc.govt.nz/?p=1&docId=W%2fQS223kf34%3d
https://districtplan.ccc.govt.nz/?p=1&docId=e0Sgntgvv%2fI%3d
https://districtplan.ccc.govt.nz/?p=1&docId=e0Sgntgvv%2fI%3d
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Objective 14A.2.5 – High quality residential environments 
a. High quality, sustainable, residential neighbourhoods which are well designed in accordance with the planned 

urban character and the Ngāi Tahu heritage of Ōtautahi and meet the community's housing needs, in 
particular  Ngāi Tahu whānui.  
 

14A.2.5.1 Policy - Neighbourhood character, amenity and safety 
a. Provide for individual developments in all residential areas (as characterised in Table 14A.2.1.1a), which 

contributes to a high quality environment through a site layout and building design that: 
i. ensures buildings and planting have a greater prominence from the street than car parking and servicing 

areas; 
ii. prioritises pedestrian circulation through the site, particularly over vehicle movement; ensuring it is 

direct, safe and well integrated; with formation that supports a variety of users; 
iii. provides a public front entrance to each street-fronting apartment building or street-fronting residential 

unit, separate from any private outdoor space; 
iv. minimises noise effects from traffic, railway activity, and other sources where necessary to protect 

residential amenity; 
v. have street facing façades that include a high level of clear glazing and design for visual interest and 

interaction with the street; 
vi. provides prominent planting areas throughout communal areas and adjacent to the street; 

vii. incorporates principles of crime prevention through environmental design. 
 
14A.2.5.8 Policy - Residential character areas in Christchurch City and Lyttelton 

a. Maintain and enhance the identified special character values of residential areas arising from the following 
elements: 

i. the continuity or coherence of the character; 
ii. the pattern of subdivision, open space, buildings and streetscape; 
iii. the landforms or features that contribute to the qualities of the landscape and built form; 
iv. the scale, form and architectural values of buildings and their landscape setting; 
v. the qualities of the streetscape   

 
 

https://districtplan.ccc.govt.nz/?p=1&docId=eKGm9%2b4qYkg%3d
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Appendix 9: Comparison of estimated costs 
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Appendix 10: Photographs and images 

 

  
 

Rutland Street looking east. The applicant site is in the top right.  Image: Airbus, Google Earth. 

The site (outlined in yellow) and the wider neighbourhood looking NNE. The RHA boundaries are in purple and the RCA 
boundaries are in pink. 
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The site (outlined in yellow) and the wider neighbourhood looking northwest The RHA boundaries are in purple and the RCA boundaries 
are in pink.  

The western façade of the dwelling from the road boundary looking east. Taken by the planner during the site visit.  

THE APPLICANT  SITE (OUTLINED IN YELLOW) LOOKING NORTHWEST. THE RHA BOUNDARIES ARE IN PURPLE AND THE RCA 

BOUNDARIES ARE IN PINK.  IMAGE; GOOGLE EARTH, AIRBUS. 
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The applicant site, taken southwest of the site looking northeast. Photo taken by the planner during the site visit. 

 
 

Wider perspective looking east from about 16 Westminster Street. 
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 The applicant site, looking east from the intersection with Rutland Street. Image taken by Gareth Wright during the site visit. 
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Appendix 11: Draft consent conditions 

 
General  
 

1) The development must proceed in accordance with the information submitted with the application, including the 
stamped approved plans entered into Council records as RMA/2025/2613.  

 
Heritage  
 

2) Prior to demolition of 25 Westminster Street, the consent holder will undertake a digital photographic record of the 
building.  This record will be lodged with the Heritage Team Leader, Christchurch City Council (or nominee) within 
three months of the completion of the works subject to this consent.  Photographs must be of printable quality, at 
least 1440 pixels by 960 pixels for a 4''x 6'' print at a minimum resolution of 240 PPI.    

 
Advice Notes        

• The photographic record should be comprised of images of both the exterior and the interior. Exterior images should 
record each elevation; interior images should record each room.  Photographs should be labelled with location, date 
and photographer’s name, and submitted with a plan showing photograph locations. They can be submitted to the 
nominated Heritage Team contact on a memory stick, or electronically by either email (noting that Council’s email 
data transfer limit is 20MB per email) or file sharing service such as wetransfer.com or dropbox.com to 
rcmon@ccc.govt.nz   

 

• There may be archaeology on this site as protected under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014. 
Archaeological sites are defined in the Act as any place where there is physical evidence of pre-1900 occupation, 
regardless of whether the site is known or recorded or not. Authority from Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga 
(HNZPT) is required for any work that affects or may affect an archaeological site. Please contact the regional 
archaeologist at Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT): archaeologistcw@heritage.org.nz or 03 363 1880 
before commencing any work on the land. For more information visit http://archaeology.nz     

 

• Information being submitted in relation to conditions of this consent is to be sent by email to rcmon@ccc.govt.nz  The 
nominated Council Heritage Advisor for this consent is Gareth Wright (941 8026;  
gareth.wright@ccc.govt.nz).   

 
 Earthworks  
 

3) All earthworks must be carried out in accordance with a site specific Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP), 
prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced professional, which follows the best practice principles, techniques, 
inspections and monitoring for erosion and sediment control contained in Environment Canterbury’s Erosion and 
Sediment Control Toolbox for Canterbury http://esccanterbury.co.nz . The ESCP must be held on site at all times and 
made available to the Council on request.  

 
4) The consent holder must notify Christchurch City Council no less than three working days prior to works 

commencing, (via email to rcmon@ccc.govt.nz ) of the earthworks start date and the name and contact details of 
the site supervisor. The consent holder must at this time also provide confirmation of the installation of ESCP 
measures as per the plan referred to in Condition 3 above.  

 
5) Run-off must be controlled to prevent muddy water flowing, or earth slipping, onto neighbouring properties, legal 

road (including kerb and channel), or into a river, stream, drain or wetland. Sediment, earth or debris must not fall 
or collect on land beyond the site or enter the Council’s stormwater system. All muddy water must be treated, using 
at a minimum the erosion and sediment control measures detailed in the site specific Erosion and Sediment Control 
Plan, prior to discharge to the Council’s stormwater system.  

 
Note: For the purpose of this condition muddy water is defined as water with a total suspended solid (TSS) content 
greater than 50mg/L.   

 
6) No earthworks may commence until the ESCP has been implemented on site. The ESCP measures must be 

maintained over the period of the construction phase, until the site is stabilised (i.e. no longer producing dust or 
water-borne sediment). The ESCP must be improved if initial and/or standard measures are found to be inadequate. 

mailto:rcmon@ccc.govt.nz
mailto:archaeologistcw@heritage.org.nz
http://archaeology.nz/
mailto:rcmon@ccc.govt.nz
mailto:gareth.wright@ccc.govt.nz
http://esccanterbury.co.nz/
mailto:rcmon@ccc.govt.nz
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All disturbed surfaces must be adequately topsoiled and vegetated or otherwise stabilised as soon as possible to 
limit sediment mobilisation.  

 
7) Dust emissions must be appropriately managed within the boundary of the property, including the use of  

mitigation measures such as water carts, sprinklers or polymers on any exposed areas. The roads to and from the 
site, and the site entrance and exit, must remain tidy and free of dust and dirt at all times.  

 
Note: Resource consent from Environment Canterbury will be required if dust emissions do not comply with the 
Regional Air Plan.  

 
8) All loading and unloading of trucks with excavation or fill material must be carried out within the subject site.  

 
9) Any surplus or unsuitable material from the project works must be removed from site and disposed at a facility 

authorised to receive such material.  
 

10)  Any public road, shared access, footpath, landscaped area or service structure that has been damaged, by the 
persons involved with the development or vehicles and machinery used in relation to the works under this consent, 
must be reinstated as specified in the Construction Standard Specifications (CSS) at the expense of the consent 
holder and to the satisfaction of the Council.  

 
11)  Any change in ground levels must not cause a ponding or drainage nuisance to neighbouring properties. All filled 

land must be shaped to fall to the road boundary. Existing drainage paths from neighbouring properties must be 
maintained.  

 
Earthworks near street tree  
 

12) The Tree Protection Management Plan (TPMP) from SimplyArb Tree Consultants dated 11/12/2026 from must be 
kept onsite at all times and all contractors much be aware of the conditions set out within the plan.  

 
13) All earthworks within the 5m setback of the Common Lime trees ID 40930 and 40931 must be undertaken in 

accordance with the approved TPMP in condition 12.  
 

14) The applicant is to appoint a suitably experienced and qualified Arborist to monitor and supervise all earthworks or 
any other works being undertaken within the 5m setback area of the Common Lime trees ID 40930 and 40931, for 
the duration of the proposed site work, in alignment with the TPMP specifications. The Appointed Arborist is to be 
chosen from the Supervising Arborist list in the Approved Arborist page on the Council website, which can be 
accessed here: https://www.ccc.govt.nz/consents-and-licences/construction-requirements/construction-standard-
specifications/download-the-css/  

 
Advice Note: These recommendations should be followed in conjunction with the Christchurch City Council Civil 
Engineering Construction Standard Specification – Part 1.  

 
Landscaping  
 

15) The proposed landscaping and fencing must be established in accordance with the Landscape Plan labelled 
RMA/2026/2613 Pages 20, 24, and 25 of the Approved Consent Document.    

 
Advice note: The consent holder is reminded that planter beds for landscaping must be free from service installations 
to ensure that plants can establish and thrive, and to ensure that any kerbing of access ways does not decrease the 
area available for planting or impact on vehicle manoeuvring.    

 
16) The proposed landscaping must be established on site within the first planting season (extending from 1 April to 30 

September) following the final, passed building inspection.   
 

17) The proposed Evergreen Magnolia trees and Flowering Cherry trees as shown on the Landscape Plan labelled 
RMA/2025/2613 Page 20 of the Approved Consent Document, must be at least 1 m in height at the time of planting 
and once established must be allowed to grow to its natural form and height.   

 
Advice note: this condition does not preclude pruning in accordance with best arboricultural practice.  

 

https://www.ccc.govt.nz/consents-and-licences/construction-requirements/construction-standard-specifications/download-the-css/
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/consents-and-licences/construction-requirements/construction-standard-specifications/download-the-css/
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18) All landscaping required for this consent must be maintained. Any dead, diseased, or damaged landscaping must be 
replaced by the consent holder within the following planting season (extending from 1 April to 30 September) with 
trees and/or shrubs of similar species to the existing landscaping.   

 

 


