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Delegations

The primary role of the Environment and Hearings Committee is to oversee the Council’s 
obligations under the Resource Management Act 1991. It also oversees a number of the 
Council’s environment and regulatory activities. The committee comprises five Councillors.

The Committee is delegated the following decision making powers:

∑ To hear all resource consent applications with the power to make a final decision;
∑ To hear all Building Act dispensation applications with the power to make a final 

decision;
∑ To consider all matters of an environmental and regulatory nature relating to the 

Resource Management Act, Building Act, Health Act, Fencing of Swimming Pools Act, 
Dog Control Act and to make recommendations to the Council;

∑ To receive reports on all matters approved under delegated authority by the 
Chairperson or Deputy Chairperson together with the Group Manager Environmental 
and those functions delegated to staff;

∑ Hear objections to menacing dog classifications and either uphold or rescind the 
classification (as per the Dog Control Act).

∑ To consider and make recommendations to the Council on environmental policy 
matters relating to the Resource Management Act and the District Plan;

∑ To hear all plan changes and make recommendations to the Council;
∑ Non-notified applications will be referred to the Environment and Hearings Committee 

for consideration in the following circumstances:
g Where the Group Manager Environmental believes that there are potential 

community effects and/or policy implications in respect of the District Plan, and
no other applications of this nature have been dealt with before by the Council to 
determine precedent;

g Appeals relating to consent conditions approved under delegated authority; and
g Applications for retrospective activities.

That aside, the Committee is only able to make recommendations to the full Council for it to 
consider and make a decision on.
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Health and Safety Message

In the event of an emergency, please follow the instructions of Council staff.

If there is an earthquake – drop, cover and hold where possible. Please remain where you 
are until further instruction is given.

Conflicts of Interest

Members are reminded of the need to be vigilant to stand aside from decision making when 
a conflict arises between their role as an elected member and any private or other external 
interest they might have.
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1. Apologies

Leave of Absence

The Council may grant a member leave of absence following an application from that 
member. Leave of absences will be held in the Public Excluded section of the meeting.
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Notified Resource Consent Report 
  RML20008 

To Environment and Hearings Committee 

From Maria Hokopaura, Planner 

Date 23 September 2020 

Subject Proposed Relocation of the former St John the Divine Anglican Church, 
Otakeho – a Category II Heritage Building 

 
Applicant:   Patricia & Mark Stevenson 
Location of Activity:  4 Campbell Road, Otakeho 
Legal Description:  Section 51 Block V Waimate Survey District 
Zone:    Rural 
Type of Activity:  Discretionary 
Proposal: To relocate a Category II Heritage building, the former St John 

the Divine Anglican Church from 4 Campbell Road, Otakeho to 
3500 South Road, Pihama 

Submissions:  Twenty-three submissions – 1 in opposition, 2 neutral, 20 in 
support 

 
Need for Resource Consent 
 
1. South Taranaki District Council (Council) has received an application from Trish and 

Mark Stevenson (the applicants) to relocate the former St John the Divine Anglican 
Church (Church) from 4 Campbell Road, Otakeho to 3500 South Road, Pihama.  
 

2. The Church is listed as a Category II Heritage Building with Heritage New Zealand 
Pouhere Taonga and as a Category II Historic Building in the South Taranaki Proposed 
District Plan 2015 (Schedule 1A – ref H53).  

 
3. The relocation would trigger Rule 15.1.4(a) (ii), which states that relocation of a building 

listed in Schedule 1A is a Discretionary Activity. 
 
Notification of the Application 
 
4. The application was received by Council on 22 January 2020. The applicants were 

advised on 27 January 2020 that Council considered Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 
Taonga (HNZPT) an affected party and that the time taken in obtaining written approval 
(whether gained or not) was excluded from the processing timeframe in accordance 
with section 88E of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).  
 

5. Limited Notification to HNZPT was requested on 4 March 2020 but in order to complete 
the notification report and make a notification recommendation, further information was 
requested.  

 
6. A commissioned review of the application and a heritage assessment by a 

conservation architect was requested under section 92(2) of the RMA on 19 March 
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2020; the applicant agreed to the commissioning the same day. Council commissioned 
Heritage Conservation Architect, Bruce Dickson to review the application and provide a 
heritage assessment. The Heritage Features and Assessment Report (report) was 
received by Council on 5 June 2020.  

 
7. Public Notification was then requested by the applicants on 15 June 2020. The 

application was formally notified on 16 June 2020. The application was made available 
on the Council website and advertised in the 18 June 2020 issues of the Ōpunakē and 
Coastal News and Taranaki Star.  

 
8. Relevant parties identified in Regulation 10 of the RMA Regulations were served notice 

of the application at that time, including the Regional Council, iwi and HNZPT. 
  
District Plan Requirements 
 
9. The applicable District Plan is the Proposed South Taranaki District Plan 2015 (Plan). 

As per section 86F of the RMA, rules in a proposed plan are treated operative when 
the time for making submissions or lodging appeals on the rules has expired and any 
submissions or appeals regarding those rules have been determined, withdrawn or 
dismissed. Only one appeal remains outstanding on the Plan and the provisions 
subject to that appeal are not relevant to this proposal. The relevant provisions in the 
Plan included in this report are beyond legal challenge and operative.  
 

10. The Plan contains Objectives and Policies which relate to this application. These are 
listed in Appendix One of this report and include topics such as rural function, character 
and amenity, historic heritage, tangata whenua, and relocated buildings. The specific 
Objectives and Policies which are applicable to the proposal are discussed further 
below in the Evaluation section of this report.   

 
11. The relevant Objectives and Policies link to rules which apply to the proposed activity. 

These include the rules relating to the Rural Zone (section 3 of the Plan), parking and 
transportation (section 10), heritage protection (section 15) and district wide issues 
(section 18). Relevant rules and performance standards are assessed in the Evaluation 
section of this report.  

 
12. The key Plan requirement that is triggered by the proposal is Rule 15.1.4(a) (ii), which 

reads:  
 

15.1.4  Discretionary Activities in All Zones 
(a)  Where a building or object is listed in Schedule 1A: 

(ii)  Relocation of a Category 1 or 2 building or object 
 
13. In Schedule 1: Historic Heritage & Sites of Significance to Tangata Whenua, the 

Church is listed in Schedule 1A: Buildings and Objects as reference H53: 

 

Ref Name Address 

Heritage New 
Zealand Category 
and Listing 
number 

Category 
Valuation 
Number 

Inventory: 
Item No 

Rural 
Map 

H53 
Otakeho Anglican 
Church (St John 
the Devine) (sic) 

4 Campbell 
Road, 
Otakeho 

Category 2  
(List. 7272) 

2 
 

12241 18200 
Opunake: 
Cm1 (sic) 

07 
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14. Other relevant Plan rules include the relocation of buildings, which is listed in 
rule 18.1.1(a) as a permitted activity in all zones subject to compliance with 
performance standards. 

 
Statutory Requirements 
 
15. The decision-making framework for the proposal is contained in s104 and 104B of the 

RMA. The relevant aspects of s104 for this application are as follows: 
 
104  Consideration of applications 
(1)  When considering an application for a resource consent and any submissions 

received, the consent authority must, subject to Part 2, have regard to– 
(a) any actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing the 

activity; and 
(b)  any relevant provisions of— 

(i) a national environmental standard: 
(ii) other regulations: 
(iii) a national policy statement: 
(iv) a New Zealand coastal policy statement: 
(v) a regional policy statement or proposed regional policy statement: 
(vi) a plan or proposed plan; and 

(c)  any other matter the consent authority considers relevant and 
reasonably necessary to determine the application. 

(2)  When forming an opinion for the purposes of subsection (1)(a), a consent 
authority may disregard an adverse effect of the activity on the environment if 
a national environmental standard or the plan permits an activity with that 
effect. 

… 
(5) A consent authority may grant a resource consent on the basis that the activity 

is a controlled activity, a restricted discretionary activity, a discretionary 
activity, or a non-complying activity, regardless of what type of activity the 
application was expressed to be for. 

(6)  A consent authority may decline an application for a resource consent on the 
grounds that it has inadequate information to determine the application. 

(7)  In making an assessment on the adequacy of the information, the consent 
authority must have regard to whether any request made of the applicant for 
further information or reports resulted in further information or any report being 
available. 

 
16. Section 104B is applicable given the proposal’s status as a discretionary activity. It 

states: 
104B  Determination of applications for discretionary or non-complying activities 

After considering an application for a resource consent for a discretionary 
activity or non-complying activity, a consent authority — 
(a)  may grant or refuse the application; and 
(b)  if it grants the application, may impose conditions under section 108. 

 
17. The evaluation of the proposal against the relevant provisions of s104 and s104B is set 

out in Section 7 of this report.  
 
The Application 
 
18. The proposal is explained in sections 2, 3 and 4 of the application’s Assessment of 

Environmental Effects (AEE). By way of brief summary, the applicant is proposing the 
following: 

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Notified Resource Consent Report

8



RML20008 

Page 4 of 18 
 

a. relocating the Church and related chattels from 4 Campbell Road, Otakeho (the 
existing site) to 3500 South Road, Pihama (the proposed site) – see Figures 1 & 2; 

b. repair and maintain the Church and integrate it into the existing garden on the 
proposed site;  

c. utilise the Church to store and display local genealogical and historical artefacts; 
and  

d. allow for the use of the Church by descendants of the former parish and other 
Otakeho families for appropriate family events such as dedications, marriage 
ceremonies, or baptisms. 

 
19. A comprehensive description of the existing site and surrounding environment is 

presented in the application. In summary:  
a. the existing site is located at the corner of Campbell Road and South Road (State 

Highway 45) in Otakeho, South Taranaki;  
b. it comprises one land parcel with an area of 4,047m2 and contains one building, a 

gate and sign– the remainder is pasture for grazing and vegetation (in the form of 
hedging);  

c. the existing building is the former St John the Divine Anglican Church (now 
deconsecrated) – a Clere-designed Norman/Early English Gothic Revival church 
constructed in the 1890s and listed as a Category II Heritage Building in both the 
Plan and the Heritage New Zealand List/Rārangi Kōrero; and  

d. the surrounding environment is characteristic of small rural townships in South 
Taranaki, with rural productive properties dominating the landscape. The built 
environment includes the former buildings which made up the Otakeho settlement 
including the former school, community hall and general store as well as long-
established dwellings interspersed between large dairy farms.   

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1. Proposed location for relocated Church – 3500 South Road (SH 45), Pihama 
(Source: Resource Consent Application, prepared by Landpro, January 2020) 
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20. The proposed site and surrounding environment are also described in the application. 
In summary:  
a. the proposed site for the relocation of the Church is the applicant’s property at 

3500 South Road, Pihama;  
b. it comprises one land parcel of 11.36ha and contains a large dwelling and 

associated ancillary buildings; 
c. an area between the dwelling and the property’s road boundary has been 

developed into an ornamental garden in a mix of traditional Colonial and more 
contemporary New Zealand styles; and  

d. beyond the dwelling’s curtilage, the property is primarily utilised for rural production 
in the form of dairy farming. 

 

Figure 2. Proposed site plan (Source: Resource Consent Application, 
prepared by Landpro, January 2020) 

 
Submissions 
 
21. The notification period ended at close of business on 17 July 2020. Twenty-three 

submissions were received by this date. No late submissions were received.  
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22. Council received submissions from the following parties: 
A. Davy, B M 
B. Sinclair, E M 
C. le Fleming, J & L  
D. le Fleming, C & R 
E. Murdoch, A & J 
F. Brophy, K 
G. Putt, C & A 
H. Walker, R & T  
I. Stevenson, T K  
J. le Prou, R & M 
K. Fire Emergency New Zealand  
L. Archdeaconry of Waitotara, Central Taranaki Anglican Church 
M. Archdeacon Chester Borrows 
N. Gopperth, M & M 
O. Dunlop, R 
P. Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga 
Q. Joyce, M 
R. Joyce, V 
S. Bayliss, H 
T. Sayer, M 
U. Joyce, A M 
V. Powerco 
W. Bourke, P & B 

 
23. Of the twenty-three submissions, two were neutral, one was in opposition and twenty 

were in support. The submissions are included in Appendix Three and have been 
summarised below.  

 
Neutral Submissions  

 
24. Fire Emergency New Zealand (FENZ) submitted that evidence be provided 

demonstrating that the proposed site would be able to meet firefighting water supply 
requirements of the New Zealand Fire Service Firefighting Water Supplies Code of 
Practice SNZ PAS 4509:2008 should relocation occur. FENZ’s submission was neutral 
but sought additional evidence to ensure that its ability to carry out its firefighting duties 
in the case of an emergency was not restricted.  
 

25. In the event consent is granted, FENZ sought a condition of consent to be imposed 
requiring adequate onsite storage of water supply for firefighting purposes be provided 
to meet the required flow and pressure requirements under the Code of Practice SNZ 
PAS 4509:2008. FENZ also requested that they wish to be heard in support of their 
submission.  

 
26. Powerco submitted regarding the protection of its assets during the Church’s proposed 

relocation. Powerco’s submission was neutral but sought reassurance that appropriate 
steps were taken to ensure no damage to its electrical network during the 
transportation of the Church.  

 
27. Powerco sought the inclusion of an advice note to ensure the protection of overhead 

electrical assets in the area.  
 

Submissions in Opposition 
 
28. Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT) sought for consent to be declined as 

the proposal intends to relocate the former St John the Divine Anglican Church, as the 
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‘removal of the building from its site and setting will significantly detract from its 
heritage values’ and should be considered a ‘last resort’. The submission states that 
the integrity and heritage values of the site would be adversely affected by the 
proposed relocation. 
 

29. HNZPT also submitted that the consideration of the alternatives to relocation was 
erroneous. It is HNZPT’s position that the repair work, re-piling and ongoing 
maintenance could be undertaken and that security arrangements could be installed on 
the existing site.  

 
30. HNZPT’s submission states that the applicant’s intended use of the Church could also 

be undertaken at the existing site. The submission also notes that the chattels would 
not be protected under Council mechanisms should the building and chattels be 
relocated to the proposed site.   

 
31. The submission does note that should relocation be granted, there are appropriate 

conditions which should be included (Submission P in Appendix Three). HNZPT also 
requested to be heard in support of their submission. 

 
Submissions in Support 

 
32. The submissions in support of the proposal identified some common arguments and 

views shared by these submitters. These have been grouped below into seven key 
themes with the corresponding submitters’ identifiers (A-W in section 6.2 of this report) 
included in parentheses. 

 
Deterioration of building 

33. Thirteen of the submissions in support of the application stated that the Church’s 
current state of deterioration and the risk of future deterioration were important reasons 
for their support for its relocation (Submissions A, D, F, G, H, I, N, O, Q, R, S, T, U & W 
in Appendix 3). Many cited the damaged already inflicted by extreme weather events, 
and preventing the building from becoming an eyesore was also a motivating factor for 
some submitters’ support.  

 
Proposal includes restoration  

34. Of the twenty submissions in support, twelve of the submitters indicated that the 
restoration of the Heritage building was a key reason for their submission in support of 
the proposal (Submissions B, C, D, E, G, H, I, L, N, S, T, & W in Appendix 3). These 
submissions acknowledged the values of the Church as an important feature for them 
or their families.   

 
Preservation of local history, building and site 

35. Ten submissions explicitly identified the preservation of local history as reason for their 
support (Submissions A, C, D, F, G, I, L, N, S, & W in Appendix 3). The desire to 
preserve the building and continue its use, albeit in a different manner at a different 
location was a common thread through the submissions. Submitters also considered 
that the heritage, familial, cultural and aesthetic values of the church would be 
preserved as part of the proposal. It was acknowledged that the removal of the Church 
from Otakeho would be unfortunate. But it was also noted that the value of the St John 
the Divine Anglican Church in Otakeho was not a result of the location alone. 
Submitters considered that the values and history associated with the Church would 
not be lost, only moved. Acknowledgement of the site and identification of the new 
location of the Church (if relocated) via signage at the existing site to mark the original 
location was considered appropriate.  
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Community  
36. Submitters also supported the application as it proposed that the Church would stay 

within the South Taranaki District and that it would be an asset to the wider Manaia to 
Ōpunakē community (Submissions A, B, F, H, I, J, L, M, N & O in Appendix 3). One 
submitter also noted that the Pihama and Otakeho communities were very similar and 
shared many values.  

 
Security and safety  

37. Several submitters expressed concerns regarding security and safety with vandalism of 
the Church and its chattels being key fears (Submissions A, C, D, E, F, I, J, L & Q in 
Appendix 3). The security of the building at its existing location was considered 
inadequate and the Church was perceived to be at a greater risk of vandalism here 
than it would be at the proposed location. With the applicants living on the same 
property and within 50m of the Church’s proposed site, submitters considered that the 
Church would be afforded more security.  
 

38. The safety of the chattels was also a concern for the families who owned them. Many 
agreed that the chattels belonged with the Church but were concerned that they were 
not safe in their current environment. Submitters considered that the relocation would 
ensure their safety and allow for their maintenance and use, for example the organ 
donated by one of the church families.  

 
Purpose and future use  

39. The proposal to reuse the Church was also identified as a reason for submitters 
supporting the application (Submissions F, G, L, M, N, S & U in Appendix 3). Several 
submitters were glad to see that the Church had a purpose going forward. Some 
indicated a sentiment that it was bittersweet – that it would be sad to see the Church go 
but that it wasn’t practical for it to remain and they were happy to see that the Church 
had a future where it would be cared for and enjoyed.  

 
Applicants’ community standing 

40. Several submitters acknowledged the commitment that the Stevenson family has for 
their community and heritage (Submissions G, H, I, O, S & W in Appendix 3).  The 
community heritage projects that the applicants are involved in as identified in the 
submissions include the Lizzie Bell Cemetery, the Pettigrew House and museum, and 
preparing the Ōpunakē Rugby Club and Pihama School jubilee booklets. Mark 
Stevenson’s father, Ian Stevenson, was a local historian and advocated for the 
protection and preservation of heritage. A submission from Troy Stevenson, the 
applicants’ son, reiterates the family’s commitment to preserving the Church.  
 

41. Several submissions also stated that they supported the proposal as the Stevenson 
family are a longstanding and well-respected local family who are community minded 
and people of integrity. Submitters trusted the applicants to care for the Church and to 
preserve its history and that of the community.   

 
Evaluation 
 
42. As a discretionary activity under Rule 15.1.4(a) (ii), Council’s consideration of the 

actual and potential adverse effects of the proposal are not restricted in accordance 
with s104B of the RMA.  
 

43. The proposal has been assessed on its merits and Council may grant or decline 
consent under s104B.  

 
44. The AEE included with the application provides a satisfactory assessment of the 

proposal’s actual and potential effects. The evaluation below has been completed 
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using an audit approach and focuses on recommendations from the commissioned 
s92(2) Conservation Architect’s report, areas of contention, and issues arising from 
submissions. This report has generally adopted the AEE’s assessment regarding the 
Rural Zone, Tangata Whenua and Relocated Buildings. 

 
45. Rather than consider the Plan’s Objectives and Policies separately to the effects, the 

Plan’s applicable provisions are included in the assessment of the effects below (full 
details included in Appendix One). 

 
46. The relevant District Plan assessment criteria related to the specific non-compliance 

are included below. (A list of relevant assessment criteria is provided in Appendix Two). 
 

47. The evaluation discussion below is organised as follows:  
a. relocation of listed heritage building; 
b. servicing, including water supply for firefighting; 
c. transportation effects; 
d. other matters as per s104(1)(c); and 
e. Part II of the RMA. 

 
Relocation of a listed heritage building 

 
Discussion 
 

48. The Plan includes two relevant Objectives for historic heritage, 2.11.2 and 2.11.3. 
These identify the protection of significant historic heritage from inappropriate 
subdivision, use and development; and promotion of greater public awareness and 
support for historic heritage. 

 
49. The policies that give effect to these Objectives cover a range of approaches, including 

education, advocacy, and regulation, with the latter tending to be directive. The 
directive policies are the focus of the discussion below with the other policies referred 
to when considered relevant. 

 
Historic Heritage Policies 2.11.8, 2.11.9, 2.11.10, 2.11.13 & 2.11.15 

 
50. There are five policies which are considered key to the determination of this proposal. 

Policies 2.11.8 – 10 have been grouped together, with policies 2.11.13 and 2.11.15 
being addressed independently. Those of significant effect are discussed below first. 

 
51. Policy 2.11.13 is directive and specifies the matters to be regarded. While the policy 

addresses the partial or full demolition of a Category II building, it is useful for 
assessing the proposal in terms of its effects on the Church’s existing site. These are 
assessed further below. 

 
52. Policy 2.11.15 also provides direction, in this case to consider the heritage setting and 

its contribution to the heritage building, object or site.  
 
53. Policies 2.11.8 – 10 are more aspirational in that they do not use directive language. 

The phrasing ‘provide opportunities for’ (2.11.8) ‘encourage’ (2.11.9), and ‘enable’ 
(2.11.10) are less action-oriented but do provide insight into the intent of the policies. 
These policies provide for the use and development of heritage buildings and sites 
while also ensuring that consideration is given to the historic heritage values of the 
building or site. 
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Assessment matters under Policy 2.11.13 and Section 20.5.16 

54. The assessment matters under policy 2.11.13 and Section 20.5.16 are provided in 
Appendices One and Two. The key assessment matters are discussed below in the 
following order: 

a. effects on historic heritage values; 
b. the importance attributed to the heritage item by the wider community; 
c. conservation of the original building, architectural design and appearance of any 

replacement materials, fittings and fixtures, alterations or additions; 
d. provisions of the ICOMOS NZ charter; 
e. the proposal’s consistency with heritage inventory and reason for listing; 
f.      the appropriateness and appearance of sites in relation to streetscape character 

and heritage values; 
g. is the proposal necessary for building safety, the adaptive reuse for the ongoing 

viability and protection of the heritage building; and  
h. consultation with iwi & consideration of the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi/Te 

Tiriti o Waitangi 
 

Effects on historic heritage values 
55. The independent report authored by Conservation Architect, Bruce Dickson, rates the 

heritage value of the Church as high; the Heritage Significance Value overall was rated 
as A, meaning ‘exceptional heritage significance with original features intact’. Mr 
Dickson’s report assesses the heritage significance of the Church and evaluates the 
Church regarding its aesthetic, archaeological, architectural, cultural, historic and 
technical values. Mr Dickson concludes that if the Church was relocated in accordance 
with his recommendations, the heritage values of the building would remain very high.  
 

56. Mr Dickson’s report acknowledges that the relocation would have an adverse effect on 
the ‘place’ value of Otakeho. The history of the Church in Otakeho, its presence in the 
landscape, and its significance (religious and cultural) to the local community contribute 
to its value as an historic place. While the impact of its removal from Otakeho would be 
adverse, he states that it is difficult to place a value on this effect.  

 
57. The submissions provide insight into the ‘place’ value that Mr Dickson mentions. 

HNZPT’s submission states that relocation  
 

“has a serious adverse effect on the significance of a place. Buildings are part of an 
environmental context which includes the site and setting. Heritage New Zealand 
encourages the retention of significant heritage buildings and structures on their 
original sites and in their original settings…the removal of the building from its site 
and setting will significantly detract from its heritage values”. 

 
58. Some of the submissions in support of the proposal also acknowledge that there would 

be a loss of heritage from the site and the community; however, the submissions from 
the Otakeho community and former Church members outweigh the loss of heritage due 
to relocation as being preferable to a slow deterioration of the heritage values due to 
neglect. Many of the submissions in support did not perceive that the relocation would 
result in a loss or degradation of the Church’s values; the proposal to relocate was 
viewed as an opportunity for the Church and its heritage to be retained and continued.  

 
The importance attributed to the heritage item by the wider community 

59. The importance of the Church to the wider community was evident in the support 
letters included with the application and in the submissions received. The Church was 
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identified as an important building for spiritual, cultural, familial, place and heritage 
values. This was confirmed in Mr Dickson’s report and the importance and context of 
the architectural and technical elements were also noted.  
 

60. Submissions from descendants of founding members of the Church and from former 
congregational members detailed the connections with the Otakeho community and the 
Church. Submissions were also received from the Archdeacon and Archdeaconry of 
Waitōtara noting the value of the Church, its history and the desire for those to be 
protected through relocation. The significance of the Church remaining within the 
parish which it served during its operation is an important aspect of the proposal which 
can not be diminished. This speaks to the importance attributed to the Church by the 
community by virtue of its function and purpose but also the connections fostered 
through it. This is also supported by the agreement of former parishioners and/or their 
descendants to allow the privately owned chattels to stay in the Church once relocated. 
These valued memorials, including for victims of war and a past politician, are signifiers 
of the importance placed on the Church. 

 
 

Conservation of the original building, architectural design and appearance of any 
replacement materials, fittings and fixtures, alterations or additions 

61. The proposal states that the applicants’ goal is to retain the Church in its original state 
and repair and maintain it on their property at 3500 South Road. Mr Dickson’s report 
includes recommendations for the repair and maintenance should consent to relocate 
the building be granted. The only submission which addressed this aspect was from 
HNZPT; the submission posited that the repair and maintenance of the Church could 
be undertaken at the existing site without relocation.  

 
Provisions of the ICOMOS NZ charter 

62. The International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) NZ charter contains the 
purpose, principles, practice, and processes of conservation relating to heritage. The 
report by Mr Dickson addresses the provisions of the ICOMOS charter and includes 
recommendations for the proposed relocation based on these provisions. The charter 
states that relocation is not a desirable outcome or a conservation process; however, it 
does note that relocation may occur in exceptional circumstances and that the new 
location should be compatible with the building’s heritage values.  
 

63. The charter also includes processes and principles regarding documentation, 
recording, restoration, and conservation plans which would be applicable should 
consent to relocate be granted.  

 
 

Proposal’s consistency with heritage inventory and reason for listing 
64. The heritage inventory listing (number 7272) states that the Church is a Category II 

Historic Place and its extent includes the land parcel and the Church building. The 
proposal would separate the Church from the land; the setting, while very similar, 
would be different. The listing however does focus on the building and much detail is 
given regarding its architecture and function. Little is included regarding the wider 
extent of the site.  
 

65. The reason for listing the Church and its site on the heritage inventory is summarised in 
the conclusion of the listing: 

 
 

“St John the Divine… is recommended for registration as a Category II as a place of 
historical and cultural heritage significance and value. The building is a good 
example of a timber country church designed by architect, Frederick de Jersey 
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Clere. As a church in a small rural township it is held in high esteem by the local 
community.” 

 
66. It is considered that this reason for its listing would not be compromised and would 

stand despite the proposed relocation. The applicants propose to maintain the Church 
and its proposed location would be within the same parish. 

 
The appropriateness and appearance of sites in relation to streetscape character and 
heritage values 

67. The proposed relocation would alter two sites, the existing site and the proposed site. 
The effects would be most prominent on the existing site. The removal of the sole 
building on the site, which is clearly visible from South Road (State Highway 45), would 
result in changes to the streetscape of Otakeho. The sign facing the State Highway 
also marks the location of the historic Church; the proposal does not address the future 
of the sign.  
 

68. The proposed site would also change in the event that the relocation were granted. The 
church would be set back further from the road than at the existing site so only a 
glimpse of the church would be visible from the State Highway. Mr Dickson’s report 
states that the proposed site is considered suitable for relocation and is very similar in 
terms of landscape and relation to Mount Taranaki. The applicants propose 
landscaping around the Church to integrate and display it appropriately.  

 
 

Necessary for building safety, the adaptive reuse for the ongoing viability and 
protection of the heritage building 

69. There are two opposing arguments regarding this matter. HNZPT argues that 
relocation is not necessary for the future protection of the building or its safety. No 
discussion of adaptive reuse was provided in their submission.  
 

70. The applicant argues that the isolation of the Church contributes to the vulnerability of 
the building and that relocating it to their property will aide in the protection of the 
building. In 2018, the Church and land was sold to the applicants in a tender process 
where their proposal to relocate and repair the Church was the preferred option. Many 
submitters support the proposal to relocate and consider that its relocation is necessary 
for the ongoing protection and use of the Church.  

 
 

71. Mr Dickson summarises the challenges in protecting the Church in his report:  
 
 

“… the new owners of the property have stated that their purpose in purchase was 
to relocate the building to their property at Pihama. This proposal was accepted by 
the Anglican Church who did have a choice in who to sell to. The new owners have 
stated that they are not prepared to either repair or restore the building where it is 
currently located. This poses the risk of the building being left unprotected and cared 
for with ultimate deterioration from lack of maintenance, weather, vandalism, stock 
damage or loss by fire”.  

 
72. The report by Mr Dickson concludes that the proposal to relocate the Church will 

ensure the long-term life of the building. He also explains that there are risks should the 
applicants not be successful in their proposal and the Church remain where it is. 
Potential scenarios include further deterioration, removal or loss of heritage items, on 
sale of the property, and the possibility of adaptive reuse.  
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Consultation with iwi & consideration of the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi/Te Tiriti 
o Waitangi 

73. The application includes correspondence with elevant mana whenua, Ngāti Hāua (hapu) 
and Ngāruahine (iwi). The application noted that iwi and hapu had no concerns regarding 
the relocation of the Church.  

 
 

Summary 
 

74. The Plan states that historic heritage buildings must remain functional to be managed 
successfully and sustainably. The intent of the Plan is to encourage the on-going 
compatible use of these buildings and to enable the maintenance, repair and safety 
alterations which are sympathetic to the heritage value of the item.  
 

75. In light of the Plan’s intent, assessment matters and relevant Objectives and Policies, 
the proposed relocation would generate effects on the historic heritage values of the 
Church and the existing site. Some of these effects would be adverse effects, however 
these could be reduced, mitigated, and/or remedied where appropriate conditions are 
imposed. There would also be positive effects generated by the proposal, as evidenced 
by the considerable support received from the wider community through submissions.  

 
76. It is evident that the Church has high heritage values which is highlighted throughout 

the documentation prepared as part of this application process and also in the 
submissions. The proposal acknowledges these values and the importance of these 
being retained if the Church were to be relocated. 

 
77. In light of the Plan, it is considered that the relocation of the Church does not 

compromise the Plan’s provisions to an extent that the proposal would amount to 
inappropriate use or development. 

 
78. While the relocation of heritage buildings does not wholly comply with aspects of the 

Plan’s Objectives and Policies, overall, the proposal is considered to be consistent with 
the intent of the Objectives and Policies.  

 
Servicing, including water supply for firefighting 

 
Discussion 

 
79. The Plan includes performance standards addressing the servicing of proposed 

developments. As per Section 9.2.2, the proposed site would be required to be self-
sufficient in terms of water supply (including firefighting water supply), drainage and 
effluent disposal. All development and construction must also comply with the NPDC & 
STDC Local Amendments to NZS 4404:2010 Land Development and Subdivision 
Infrastructure (August 2013).  
 

80. FENZ submitted regarding the proposals firefighting supply and the ability to provide 
service. The submitter and applicants are both committed to ensuring an appropriate 
supply is available for the Church should consent be granted. The below condition has 
been offered by the applicant to FENZ and Council: 

 
“Prior to occupation, the church shall be provided with an onsite firefighting water 
supply that complies with the New Zealand Fire Service Firefighting Water Supplies 
Code of Practice SNZ PAS 4509:2008.” 
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Summary 
 
81. In addition to the above condition, the proposal would be required to comply with the 

Plan’s requirements that it is self-sufficient in terms of services and should consent be 
granted, it is recommended that the above condition is imposed to also suffice FENZ 
concerns.  

 
Transportation effects 

 
Discussion 

 
82. As above, there are performance standards set by the Plan relating to transportation 

and associated effects. There is an existing access to the proposed site is via South 
Road, State Highway 45. The relocation of the Church would not require a new vehicle 
crossing but would be accessed via the existing crossing.  The relocation of the Church 
is not considered to trigger Rule 10.1.3(c) as the relocation would not directly result in 
an increased use of an existing crossing, in the same way as a new accessory building 
on a rural property would not trigger this rule. It should be noted however that were 
events to be held at the site following relocation, this may require resource consent and 
the New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) would be considered an affected party. No 
submissions from NZTA were received for this proposal. 
 

83. In the event consent is granted, the applicants should be advised to liaise with NZTA 
regarding the relocation and any requirements they may have for Traffic Management 
Plans. An advice note will be imposed to this effect should the consent be granted.  

 
Summary 

 
84. The proposal would be able to comply with the Plan’s requirements regarding 

transportation.  
 

Other relevant provisions 
 

Regional policy statement 
85. The Plan was prepared in accordance with the Taranaki Regional Policy Statement 

(RPS). Policy 2 of the RPS is relevant to this proposal, stating that historic heritage will 
be protected from inappropriate subdivision, use and development, and the 
maintenance, conservation and restoration of historic heritage sites, places and values 
will be encouraged as far as possible. 
 

86. The proposal is not considered to be inappropriate use and development for the 
purposes of protecting the region’s historic heritage. The proposal is considered to be 
not in conflict with these RPS provisions.  

 
National Environmental Standards 

87. None of the National Environmental Standards are considered relevant to this 
proposal.   

 
National Policy Statements 

88. None of the National Policy Statements are considered relevant to this proposal.   
 

Other matters as per s104(1)(c) 
 
89. A submission was received from Powerco regarding the proposed relocation and the 

protection of their assets in the area during this process. These concerns could be 
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managed, and the applicants should also liaise with Powerco in the event consent is 
granted. An advice note to this effect will be imposed should the consent be granted. 

 
Part II of the RMA 

 
90. Schedule 4 of the RMA requires an assessment of the proposal against the Act’s 

purpose and the determination of the proposal under s104 is subject to Part II. The 
AEE includes an assessment against Part II. 
 

91. The application has been assessed against the sustainable management purpose of 
the Act and it is considered that the proposal is consistent with Part II for the following 
reasons:  
a. the proposal would not amount to inappropriate use or development for the 

purposes of protecting historic heritage under section 6(f);  
b. the matters in section 7 have been sufficiently considered by the proposal;  
c. the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi/Te Tiriti o Waitangi have been taken into 

account, in particular the principle of consultation as demonstrated in the 
application. 

 
 
Conclusion  

 
92. Section 104B of the RMA instructs that the Council may grant or refuse consent for this 

proposal. 
 

93. It is considered that the proposal is broadly consistent with the Objectives and Policies 
of the Plan. 

 
94. The proposal would result in significant positive effects. It would also result in more 

than minor adverse effects on historic heritage values of Otakeho. When considered in 
view of the Plan’s assessment matters for heritage buildings, the net result is 
considered acceptable. Other adverse effects can be effectively mitigated or remedied. 

 
95. Overall, I recommend that consent be granted subject to the conditions in Section 9.  
 
 
Recommendation 
 
Subject to any additional information or commentary provided at the hearing, that the 
Environment and Hearings Committee:  
 
GRANT consent to Patricia & Mark Stevenson to relocate the former St John the Divine 
Anglican Church, a Category II Heritage building from 4 Campbell Road, Otakeho (Section 
51 Block V Waimate Survey District) to 3500 South Road, Pihama (Lot 1 DP 17194) in 
accordance with Sections 104, 104B and 108 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 
For the following reasons: 

 
1. The proposal does not constitute inappropriate use of the Church.  

 
2. The proposal is broadly consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the Plan. 

 
3. The proposal would provide for the ongoing viability of the former St John the Divine 

Anglican Church and its historic heritage values. 
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4. The proposal would secure the protection of the Church from further deterioration and 
degradation of its heritage values. 

 
5. The Church would retain high heritage values despite the change in location if 

relocated appropriately.  
 
6. The proposed location is within the same parish that the Church originally served. 
 
7. The proposed setting is very similar to the existing setting of the Church. 
 
8. The proposal has gained the support of members of the Otakeho community, former 

parishioners, the Archdeaconry of Waitōtara, and the wider community. 
 
9. The adverse effects on the existing site and Otakeho resulting from the relocation can 

be mitigated and/or remedied.  
 

 
Subject to the following conditions: 
 
General 

 
1. That the proposed activity shall be undertaken in general accordance with the 

proposal, plans and information submitted in the application documentation 
provided by the applicant except where modified by the following conditions of 
consent. 

 
2. The development shall ensure that water supply (excluding firefighting supply), 

wastewater disposal and stormwater disposal are provided for onsite and be self-
sufficient.  

 
3. The development shall be designed in general accordance with NZS 4404:2010 

Land Development and Subdivision Infrastructure and NPDC & STDC Local 
Amendments to NZS 4404:2010 Land Development and Subdivision Infrastructure 
(August 2013). 

 
Heritage Building 

 
4. The relocation and maintenance of the Church shall be undertaken in accordance 

with the recommendations of the Heritage Features and Assessment Report, 
produced by Bruce Dickson Architecture, specifically;  
a. That the building is relocated in total, without change apart from maintenance; 
b. That the building is set up on new compliant foundations with a similar 

foundation design to match existing; 
c. That all services are properly connected and concealed; 
d. That there is no internal alterations or subdivision to the Church (apart from in 

the Vestry if necessary); 
e. That all furniture and fittings and the majority of the items on the “excluded 

chattels” list are kept with the building; 
f. That the necessary repair and maintenance work are carried out including 

(where possible) those suggestions identified in Section 5.5 of the above-
mentioned report; and 

g. That adequate vehicle and pedestrian access are provided to the building from 
within the property boundary. 
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5. A recording of the building and the original building shall be displayed at the 
proposed site and provided to Council. The recording shall include, but not limited 
to, the following: 
a. name and address of the building;  
b. brief description of the site;  
c. an outline of the history and significance of the building;  
d. brief description of the significant features of the building; and 
e. photography of the building and site including exterior elevations and typical 

details such as windows, doors and the interior of the building including all 
rooms.  

 
6. The historic gate (including plaque) and the existing Church established sign shall 

be retained on the original site at 4 Campbell Road, Otakeho. 
 
7. A display board shall be erected and maintained at the original site acknowledging 

the significance of the site, providing a brief history of the Church and identifying 
the building’s new location. The display board shall be erected on the site no later 
than 30 calendar days following the date of relocation. See Advice Note a. 

 
Relocation 
 

8. The consent holder shall notify the Group Manager Environmental Services (or 
their nominee) in writing of the start date and time for relocation no less than 48 
hours before the relocation is carried out. 

 
Firefighting 

 
9. Prior to occupation, the church shall be provided with an onsite firefighting water 

supply that complies with the New Zealand Fire Service Firefighting Water 
Supplies Code of Practice SNZ PAS 4509:2008. 

 
Review 
 

10. That in accordance with Section 128(1) of the Resource Management Act 1991, 
the South Taranaki District Council may review, amend, delete or add to the 
conditions of this consent by giving notice to the consent holder of such a review in 
2021, 2022 and every five years thereafter, for the purpose of:  
a. Reviewing the effectiveness of the conditions of this resource consent in 

avoiding, remedying or mitigating any adverse effects on the 
environment/building that may arise from the exercise of this resource 
consent, and: 

b. Addressing any adverse effects on the environment/building which have 
arisen as a result of the exercise of this resource consent that were not 
anticipated at the time of commencement of this resource consent, including 
addressing any issues arising out of complaints.  

  
Advice Notes: 

a. The display board is intended to retain a link to the history of the site. The 
consent holder shall consult with Council’s Community Team to incorporate 
the design guidelines for the ward. 

 
b. The Church at its new site shall be included in Schedule 1A of the District 

Plan; the existing listing in Schedule 1A shall be amended to encompass the 
gate, sign and setting at the original site. These changes shall be captured as 
part of a future Plan Change. Subsequent to this process the Council’s 
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heritage Inventory will be updated with the information provided under 
Condition 4 of this consent.  

 
c. The consent holder is advised to liaise with New Zealand Transport Agency 

regarding the relocation of the Church and whether there are any 
requirements for Traffic Management Plans.  

 
d. Should the consent holder wish to hold events at the Pihama site, this may 

trigger further resource consent requirements. New Zealand Transport Agency 
would be considered an affected party and consultation with NZTA is 
recommended. 

 
e. An over-height load permit may by required from Powerco before the building 

can be moved between the two sites. The consent holder is advised that this 
is sought before the building is moved. Further information on the permit 
process can be accessed via: https://www.powerco.co.nz/safety/safety-for-
contractors/  

 
f. The consent holder (and subsequent property owners) is advised that there 

may have additional responsibilities under other acts of legislation such as the 
Fire and Emergency New Zealand Act 2017 and Heritage New Zealand 
Pouhere Taonga Act 2014, among others.  

 
       

 
Maria Hokopaura     Jessica Sorensen  
Planner      Planning Manager 
 

 
 
Liam Dagg 
Group Manager Environmental Services 
 
 
 
 
Appendix One: Section 2: Objectives and Policies  
Appendix Two: Section 20: Resource Consent Information Requirements &  
                              Assessment Matters  
Appendix Three: Submissions Received 
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Appendix One 
 
SECTION 2: OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES  
 
2.1 RURAL ZONE 

OBJECTIVES 
2.1.3  To ensure subdivision, land use and development in the rural environment is of a 

nature, scale, intensity and location that maintains and enhances rural character 
and amenity values.  

2.1.4  To enable the efficient and effective functioning of farming and rural based 
activities, and ensure that activities are not inhibited by adverse effects of new 
incompatible land uses. 

 
POLICIES  
Rural Amenity and Character 

2.1.8  Manage the adverse effects of noise, vibration, odour, dust, traffic, glare and other 
nuisances from land use activities and development through relevant performance 
standards and appropriate spatial buffers and setback requirements for specific 
activities. 

2.1.9  Ensure that new land use activities are of a nature, scale, intensity and location 
consistent with maintaining the character and amenity of the rural environment, 
and avoids or mitigates potential reverse sensitivity effects. 

 
Land Use activities 

2.1.11  Provide for the establishment and operation of new non-farming activities and the 
ongoing operation of existing lawfully established activities which are compatible 
and / or associated with farming activities in the rural environment, provided they 
avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects. 

 
Buildings (Location, Design and Setbacks) 

2.1.13  Reduce obtrusive built elements in the rural environment by integrating building 
location and design with the surrounding landform and landscape qualities, while 
recognising that the location of farm buildings and some industry-type buildings 
location is influenced by their function. 7 

2.1.14  Avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on rural privacy and rural character in 
the Rural Zone by maintaining road and site boundary setbacks for all buildings, 
while recognising that the degree of privacy and rural spaciousness is different in 
areas comprising existing smaller rural-residential lots. 

2.1.15  Manage potential reverse sensitivity conflict between farming, other rural activities 
and sensitive activities through appropriate separation distances or other 
measures, while giving priority to existing lawfully established activities. 

 
2.7  TRANSPORTATION 

OBJECTIVES 
2.7.5  Safe and efficient road and rail networks to ensure the reliable movement of people 

and goods. 
2.7.6  Well-designed and located vehicle access and parking to ensure the safety of 

people, pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles and the efficient operation of the 
adjoining road network. 

2.7.7  Protect the current and future efficiency, operation, safety and development of the 
State Highways and railway infrastructure. 
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POLICIES 

2.7.13  Require activities to provide off-street parking that: 
(a)  Is in proportion to the demand generated by all activities on the site. Parking 

areas may be shared by more than one activity where it can be demonstrated 
that the parking demand for each activity occurs at a different time or on a 
different day. 

(b)  Has both parking and loading spaces of such size, shape and layout to allow 
ingress and egress of vehicles without adversely affecting the safe and 
efficient function and operation of the adjoining road network. 

(c)  Is landscaped along road boundaries and adjacent to residential areas to 
maintain and protect amenity values. 

 
2.11 HISTORIC HERITAGE  

OBJECTIVES 
2.11.2  To protect significant historic heritage that reflects the culture and history of the 

South Taranaki District from inappropriate subdivision, use and development. 
2.11.4  To promote and enhance greater public awareness of, and support for, historic 

heritage within the South Taranaki District. 
 

POLICIES 
2.11.8  Provide opportunities for greater development flexibility, where development 

facilitates the retention, conservation and/or protection of buildings and sites 
identified in the Historic Heritage Schedule. 

2.11.9  Encourage compatible and/or adaptive re-use of buildings and sites included in the 
Historic Heritage Schedule. 

2.11.10  Enable the maintenance, redecoration, repair and adaptive re-use of buildings and 
sites included in the Historic Heritage Schedule. 

2.11.13  Restrict the full or partial demolition of Category 2 buildings, objects or sites 
included in the Historic Heritage Schedule, having regard to the following matters: 
(a)  Effects on historic heritage values. 
(b)  The importance attributed to the heritage item by the wider community. 
(c)  Consideration of reasonable alternatives. 
(d)  Feasibility of adaptive re-use. 
(e)  Building safety. 
(f)  Economic implications and/or limitations. 
(g)  Appropriateness, compatibility and appearance of any replacement building 

in relation to streetscape character and heritage values. 
2.11.15  Consider the value of the heritage setting in circumstances where it contributes to 

and complements the heritage value of an item, and ensure that its values are not 
unduly compromised by inappropriate on-site development, earthworks, or 
incompatible subdivision. 

 
2.21 RELOCATED BUILDINGS 

OBJECTIVE 
2.21.2  Maintain and enhance the amenity values of areas by ensuring relocated buildings 

avoid, remedy or mitigate their adverse effects. 
 

POLICY 
2.21.3  Provide for the relocation of buildings while requiring the completion and 

renovation within a reasonable timeframe to avoid, remedy or mitigate their 
adverse effects. 
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2.22 SIGNS  

OBJECTIVE 
2.22.2  Recognise and provide for signage that meets the needs of the community and 

businesses whilst managing effects on public safety and the quality of the 
environment. 

 
POLICY 

2.22.3  To provide for signs, including temporary signs, ensuring that these do not detract 
from the visual amenity and character of the surrounding environment (including 
historic heritage values), and /or impact on traffic safety through the use of rules 
and standards that manage size, location and design. 
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Appendix Two 
 
SECTION 20: RESOURCE CONSENT INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS & 
ASSESSMENT MATTERS  
 
20.5.16  Historic Heritage Buildings and Objects 
 
The following assessment matters will be used in assessing land use applications for identified 
historic heritage buildings and objects listed in Schedule 1A: 

(a)  The impact the proposal has on the integrity/values of the heritage building or 
object. 

(b)  The importance attributed to the heritage item by the wider community and 
Heritage New Zealand. 

(c)  The nature, form and extent of development, alteration or change, and degree 
to which the proposal is consistent with any relevant conservation plan, 
recommendation, heritage inventory and/or reason for listing by Heritage New 
Zealand. 

(d)  Conservation of the original building/object fabric, including the placement of 
limitations or restrictions on replacement materials, fittings and fixtures, 
architectural design and appearances of alterations and additions. 

(e)  Provisions of the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) 
New Zealand Charter where appropriate. 

(f)  For additions or alterations, the degree to which the additions or alterations are 
the minimum necessary to accommodate the continued use of the heritage 
place. 

(g)  For additions and alterations, the degree to which the additions or alterations 
are compatible with the heritage fabric of the place yet are sufficiently distinct 
that they can, on inspection, be read as new work. 

(h)  For earthworks or new buildings within the heritage setting, the extent to which 
the existing topography or vegetation will mitigate effects of the proposal on the 
setting of the heritage building or object. 

(i)  Whether the proposed activity is necessary and the minimum necessary to 
provide for building safety, the adaptive reuse for the ongoing viability and 
protection of the heritage building or object. 

(j)  The extent of any consultation with the appropriate Iwi having regard to 
Kaitiakitanga, and taking into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi, 
including: 
(i)  Whether the applicant has had regard to the matters raised by the 

relevant Iwi during consultation. 
(ii)  Whether the applicant has addressed any adverse effects raised by the 

relevant Iwi through consultation. 
(iii)  Where appropriate, whether the relevant Iwi has had the opportunity to 

produce a Cultural Impact Assessment and/or visit the proposed site 
prior to lodgement of the resource consent application. 
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Appendix Three 
 
SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED  
 

A. Davy, B M 
B. Sinclair, E M 
C. le Fleming, J & L  
D. le Fleming, C & R 
E. Murdoch, A & J 
F. Brophy, K 
G. Putt, C & A 
H. Walker, R & T  
I. Stevenson, T K  
J. le Prou, R & M 
K. Fire Emergency New Zealand  
L. Archdeaconry of Waitotara, Central Taranaki Anglican Church 
M. Archdeacon Chester Borrows 
N. Gopperth, M & M 
O. Dunlop, R 
P. Heritage New Zealand Pouhure Taonga 
Q. Joyce, M 
R. Joyce, V 
S. Bayliss, H 
T. Sayer, M 
U. Joyce, A M 
V. Powerco 
W. Bourke, P & B 
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Submission on a Notified 
Application 
Form 13 of the Resource Management Act 1991 

 
 
  
 

1. Submitter’s Details  

Name: Cheran & Roderick le Fleming 

Postal Address: 146 Auroa Road RD 28 Hawera 4678 

Contact Numbers: Phone:027 295 7854 Mobile:0274 758995 

 Email address:rod-cheran@farmside.co.nz 

2. Application Details 

Lodged by: 
Patricia and Mark Stevenson 

C/- Landpro Limited, PO Box 8235, New Plymouth 4342 or louise@landpro.co.nz  

Proposal: 

 

Relocate a Category 2 Heritage Building, the former St John the Divine Anglican Church in Otakeho 
from 4 Campbell Road, Otakeho to 3500 South Road, Pihama 

3. Submission 

Specific parts of the 
application that my 
submission relates to are: 

2.1 Location, 3.3 The Current State, 3.4 The vision: Relocate, Repair & Repurpose 

  

My Submission is: 

The current location of the St Johns Church in Otakeho, while it is the original location, is now not 
ideal for its lack of security. As evidenced by the former Otakeho Primary School across SH45, buildings 
left unattended eventually deteriorate, whether by natural weather events or vandalism. As shown by 
evidence submitted in the application, the building has already sustained damage and requires 
immediate attention so further deterioration does occur. We are in support of the relocation as 
buildings in a private setting are more likely to be nutured and maintained than left in a public setting 
without an in-situ resident.  The historical value to our family is not in the location alone, but in the 
chattels and the building itself. What is imperative is the care and passion that the current owners 
have for this building. The family chattels that are important historically need to remain with the 
building, as they have no purpose anywhere else,  for this reason we are concerned for their safety and 
maintenance also while it stands isolated.    

  

I seek the following 
decision on the 
application: 

We Support the Relocation of the St Johns the Divine Otakeho Church to Mark & Trish Stevensons 
private garden along SH45. 

4. Additional Information 

I am not* (*select one) a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

** I am not* (*select one) directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that – 

(a) adversely affects the environment; and  
(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

 

I wish to be heard in support of my submission. 
 x☐    

Yes 
 ☐    No 

If others make a similar submission would I consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing.  x☐    

Yes 
 ☐    No 

I request under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991 that the Council delegates its 
functions, powers, and duties required to hear and decide the application to 1 or more hearings 
commissioners who are not members of the local authority. 

 ☐    Yes  x☐    No 

   

Cheran le Fleming  24/06/2020 

Signature of submitter (or authorised signatory) Date 

Notes to submitter:  You must serve a copy of your submission on the applicant as soon as is reasonably practicable after you have served your 
submission on the consent authority. If you are making a submission to the Environmental Protection Authority, you should use Form 16B. 

If you make a request under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991, you must do so in writing no later than 5 working days after the  

 

South Taranaki District Council 
Private Bag 902, Hawera 4640 

Telephone: 06 278 0555 or 0800 111 323 
Web: www.southtaranaki.com 
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Submission on a Notified 
Application 
Form 13 of the Resource Management Act 1991 

 
 
  
 

1. Submitter’s Details  

Name:  

Postal Address:  

Contact Numbers: Phone: Mobile: 

 Email address: 

2. Application Details 

Lodged by: 
Patricia and Mark Stevenson 

C/- Landpro Limited, PO Box 8235, New Plymouth 4342 or louise@landpro.co.nz  

Proposal: 

 

Relocate a Category 2 Heritage Building, the former St John the Divine Anglican Church in Otakeho 
from 4 Campbell Road, Otakeho to 3500 South Road, Pihama 

3. Submission 

Specific parts of the 
application that my 
submission relates to are: 

 

 

 

  

My Submission is:  

(Continue on a separate sheet 
if required) 

 

  

  

  

  

I seek the following 
decision on the 
application: 

 

 

4. Additional Information 

I am/am not* (*select one) a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

** I am/am not* (*select one) directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that – 

(a) adversely affects the environment; and  
(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

** Delete this paragraph if you are not a trade competitor. 

I wish to be heard in support of my submission. �     Yes �     No 

If others make a similar submission would I consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing. �     Yes �     No 

I request under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991 that the Council delegates its 
functions, powers, and duties required to hear and decide the application to 1 or more hearings 
commissioners who are not members of the local authority. 

�     Yes �     No 

   

    /        / 

Signature of submitter (or authorised signatory) Date 

Notes to submitter:  You must serve a copy of your submission on the applicant as soon as is reasonably practicable after you have served your 
submission on the consent authority. If you are making a submission to the Environmental Protection Authority, you should use Form 16B. 

If you make a request under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991, you must do so in writing no later than 5 working days after the  

close of submissions and you may be liable to meet or contribute to the costs of the hearings commissioner or commissioners.   

 

South Taranaki District Council 
Private Bag 902, Hawera 4640 

Telephone: 06 278 0555 or 0800 111 323 
Web: www.southtaranaki.com 
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113 Omuturangi Road, R.D. 28, Hawera 4678

Richard & Tracy Walker

0274925537

richie1601@hotmail.com

The relocation of the Otakeho church

I am a fourth generation dairy farmer at Otakeho, we have been witness to the closure of the church and its subsequent deterioration.
We were thrilled to hear that the Stevenson’s had purchased the church and applied for it to be relocated to their property at Pihama.
We have faith that the Stevensons will restore the church to its former glory and it will again be used to host various events.

The approval be given for the relocation as applied.

12/07/2020
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Sensitivity: General 

Form 13 

Submission on 4 Campbell Road and 3500 South Road - Application 
for Land Use Consent to relocate a historic building 

To:    South Taranaki District Council   

Submission on:   Application for Land Use Consent to relocate St. John the Divine historic 
(former) church Otakeho  

Name of submitter:  Fire and Emergency New Zealand (FENZ) 

Address:  c/o Beca Ltd 
   PO Box 3942 
   Wellington 6140 

Attention:  Alice Falloon  

Phone:   04 489 76032 

Email:   alice.falloon@beca.com 

This is a submission on behalf of Fire and Emergency New Zealand (FENZ) on the land use 
consent application to relocate St. John the Divine historic (former) church in Otakeho, as notified 
by South Taranaki District Council.   

The Fire and Emergency New Zealand Act 2017 (FENZ Act) established FENZ from 1 July 2017. 
FENZ is New Zealand’s unified (i.e. urban and rural) fire and emergency service that has been 
reformed as a modern agency that is flexible, adaptable and efficient. The FENZ Act, among other 
matters, replaced the two previous governing Acts (the Fire Service Act 1975 and the Forest and 
Rural Fire Act 1977) to create a single, unified fire services organisation for New Zealand.  

The FENZ Act establishes the governance, management and operational arrangements for 
protecting life and property from fire and other emergencies in New Zealand. As outlined in section 
10 of the FENZ Act, the principal objectives of FENZ are to: reduce the incidence of unwanted fire 
and the associated risk to life and property, protect and preserve life, and prevent or limit injury, 
damage to property land, and the environment. 

Adequate water supply and access: 

Ensuring that there will be adequate firefighting water supply and access is critical. It is important to 
FENZ that any new dwellings or other forms of built development can be connected to a reticulated 
water supply or have access to adequate firefighting water supply of some kind. This emergency 
supply is essential in providing for the health, safety and wellbeing of people and the wider 
community, and therefore achieves the purpose of the RMA.  

The New Zealand Firefighting Code of Practice SNZ/PAS 4509:2008 (Code of Practice) is a non-
mandatory New Zealand Standard that sets out the requirements for firefighting water supply and 
access to that supply.  

 

FENZ’s submission is: 
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Sensitivity: General 

The application states that the former church building will be available for use by families with 
connections to it, and to hold community events as well as weddings and baptisms.   

The applicant has not stated how the site will be serviced in regard to firefighting water supply. 
Therefore, FENZ seeks the provision of evidence that the site will be able to meet firefighting water 
supply requirements of SNZ PAS 4509:2008. FENZ requests that a condition be imposed requiring 
adequate onsite storage of water supply for firefighting purposes be provided to meet the required 
flow and pressure requirements under the Code of Practice.  

This is to enable FENZ to carry out its firefighting duties in the case of an emergency.  

FENZ seeks the following outcome from the consent authority: 

FENZ is neutral on the land use application to relocate the St. John the Divine former church 
building. If the consent authority is of a mind to grant consent, FENZ seeks the following condition 
of consent:  

Prior to occupation, the church shall be provided with an onsite firefighting water supply that 
complies with the New Zealand Fire Service Firefighting Water Supplies Code of Practice 
SNZ PAS 4509:2008.  

FENZ also seeks that an advice note be added after this condition, as follows:  

Advice note: Fire and Emergency New Zealand recommends that the most appropriate way 
to comply with the New Zealand Firefighting Code of Practice SNZ/PAS 4509:2008 is 
through the installation of fire sprinkler systems, in accordance with NZS 4541:2013.  

FENZ could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 

FENZ wishes to be heard in support of this submission.  

If others make a similar submission FENZ will consider presenting a joint case with them at 
a hearing. 

 

         

……………………………… 
(Signature of person authorised to 
sign on behalf of Fire and 
Emergency New Zealand) 

 
13/07/2020 

………………………………… 

Date 

Title and address for service of 
person making submission: 

Fire and Emergency New Zealand 
c/o Beca Ltd  
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Sensitivity: General 

Attention: Alice Falloon 

Address: Beca Ltd 
PO Box 3942 
Wellington 6140 
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Submission – RE: relocation of St John the Divine Anglican Church Otakeho 

4 Campbell Road, Otakeho to 3500 South Road,Pihama 

 

I have lived in Otakeho District all my life (35yrs). The St John Divine Anglican church has been a 

great treasure and icon of the Otakeho district and all the history that goes along with it. Sadly, it has 

been severely neglected over the past years and is in desperate need of repair before it is too late. 

The Stevenson’s are planning to restore the church and display any historic items relating to the 
district and their families that have been connected to the church. I think that this is the only way 

forward for the church to be saved and loving restored to its former glory meanwhile staying in the 

South Taranaki district. I give my full support/consent for the Stevenson’s to relocate the church. 
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Submission on a Notified 
Application 
Form 13 of the Resource Management Act 1991 

 
 
  
 

1. Submitter’s Details  

Name: Ross Dunlop 

Postal Address: 174 Ohawe Road Hawera 

Contact Numbers: Phone:Click or tap here to enter text. Mobile:0274470607 

 Email address:ross.dunlop@xtra.co.nz 

2. Application Details 

Lodged by: 
Patricia and Mark Stevenson 

C/- Landpro Limited, PO Box 8235, New Plymouth 4342 or louise@landpro.co.nz  

Proposal: 

 

Relocate a Category 2 Heritage Building, the former St John the Divine Anglican Church in Otakeho 
from 4 Campbell Road, Otakeho to 3500 South Road, Pihama 

3. Submission 

Specific parts of the 
application that my 
submission relates to are: 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

My Submission is: See attached 

  

I seek the following 
decision on the 
application: 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

4. Additional Information 

I am not* (*select one) a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

** I am not* (*select one) directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that – 

(a) adversely affects the environment; and  
(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

 

I wish to be heard in support of my submission.  ☐    Yes  ☐    No 

If others make a similar submission would I consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing.  ☐    Yes  ☐    No 

I request under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991 that the Council delegates its 
functions, powers, and duties required to hear and decide the application to 1 or more hearings 
commissioners who are not members of the local authority. 

 ☐    Yes  ☐    No 

   

Click or tap here to enter text. Click or tap to enter a date. 

Signature of submitter (or authorised signatory) Date 

Notes to submitter:  You must serve a copy of your submission on the applicant as soon as is reasonably practicable after you have served your 
submission on the consent authority. If you are making a submission to the Environmental Protection Authority, you should use Form 16B. 

If you make a request under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991, you must do so in writing no later than 5 working days after the  

close of submissions and you may be liable to meet or contribute to the costs of the hearings commissioner or commissioners.   

 

 

South Taranaki District Council 
Private Bag 902, Hawera 4640 

Telephone: 06 278 0555 or 0800 111 323 
Web: www.southtaranaki.com 
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13/07/20 

174 Ohawe Road 

RD11 

Hawera 

To whom it may concern. 

RE: Support for relocation of Otakeho St Johns Church. 

 

I have always admired the Otakeho Church and in recent years became concerned about its 

future. Before I retired as Mayor of South Taranaki I was contacted a number of times by 

members of the parish concerned about its future. They were struggling to look after the 

church as they had in the past. On one occasion a strong wind had blown a wall apart and 

the church was in danger of collapse. I was able to get a builder to help make a temporary 

repair.  

I was very relieved when I heard that Mark and Trish Stevenson had purchased the church 

and wanted to move it to their property, restore it and secure its future. From a Heritage 

point of view I do realise the significance of the Church’s location and the historic value of it 

remaining on its original site.  Unfortunately that would result in further deterioration of the 

Church and probably the eventual loss of the building.  This would not be a good outcome. A 

suitable acknowledgement of the site and the new location of the Church would be 

appropriate on the existing site..   

The Stevenson family have a track record of looking after heritage. Marks father was a very 

keen historian and protected a number of Heritage sites in the area, including Pa sites and 

one of the oldest buildings in Opunake the original Pettigrew family home. Mark and Trish 

have also been involved in the care and protection of the Lizzie Bell cemetery at Pihama. 

They have some excellent ideas on how they can protect the heritage of the Church and 

make it available for use by the community.  

I give my full support to the relocation of the Otakeho Church to the Stevenson property.  

 

Regard Ross Dunlop 

 

Mayor South Taranaki 2007-2019 

Heritage NZ Member 
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SUBMISSION BY POWERCO LIMITED ON THE NOTIFIED APPLICATION BY PATRICIA AND 

MARK STEVENSON TO RELOCATE THE FORMER ST JOHN THE DIVINE ANGLICAN CHURCH 

 

T o:  South Taranak i  D is t r ic t  Co unc i l  
P r ivate  Bag 902  
Hāwera  4640  

E-Mail: planning@stdc.govt.nz 

Submitter: Powerco Limited  

 Private Bag 2061 

 New Plymouth 4342 

 (note - this is not the address for service) 

 

1. This is a submission by Powerco Limited (Powerco) on the notified application by 
Patricia and Mark Stevenson to relocate the former St John the divine Anglican church 
from 4 Campbell Road, Otakeho to 3500 South Road, Pihama.   
 

2. The reasons for Powerco’s submission are set out in attached Schedule 1.  In 
summary, Powerco seeks to ensure its existing overhead assets between the two 
sites are appropriately protected when the building is transported between the two 
locations. 

 
3. Powerco is not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the Resource 

Management Act 1991. 
 

4. Powerco does not wish to be heard in support of this submission. 
 

Signature of person authorised to sign on behalf of Powerco Limited 

 

 
Gary Scholfield 

Environmental Planner 

 

Dated this 17th day of July 2020 
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P a g e  2 

 

Address for Service:  Powerco Limited 

PO Box 13 075 

Tauranga 3141 

 

Attention: Gary Scholfield 

Phone: (07) 928 5659 

Email: gary.scholfield@powerco.co.nz 
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P a g e  3 

 

Schedule 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Powerco owns and operates the electricity distribution infrastructure located within the South 
Taranaki District.  The application is of interest to Powerco as we have overhead assets located 
between the two sites (often crossing from one side of the road to the other) and we want to 
ensure that our network is not damaged when the building is physically transported between 
the two sites.  Our high voltage network between the two sites is illustrated on the attached 
plan (Attachment A) – there are also a number of low voltage lines crossing the road between 
the two locations which are not shown on this plan. 
 
Powerco’s electricity networks are recognised as Regionally Significant Infrastructure in the 
Regional Policy Statement for the Taranaki Region.  It is therefore appropriate, given the 
significance of Powerco’s networks within the district, that steps are taken to ensure our 
network is protected during the exercise of this consent. 
 

POWERCO’S SUBMISSION 

Powerco is neutral as to whether or not the resource consent is granted.  However, Powerco 

seeks to ensure that when the building is transported between the two sites, that appropriate 

steps are taken to ensure our network is not damaged.   

Powerco has information on its website that details the requirements for transport companies 

moving over-height loads throughout the Powerco network.  An over-height load permit may 

be required from Powerco to ensure travel conditions are safe and appropriate. 

Should the resource consent be granted, Powerco seeks the inclusion of an advice note to 

ensure the protection of the overhead electrical assets in the area. 

RELIEF SOUGHT 

Should the resource consent be granted, Powerco seeks the inclusion of the following advice 

note: 

1. An over-height load permit may by required from Powerco before the building can be 

moved between the two sites.  The applicant shall ensure this is sought before the 

building is moved.  Further information on the permit process can be accessed via:  

https://www.powerco.co.nz/safety/safety-for-contractors/. 

CONCLUDING COMMENT 

Powerco appreciates the opportunity to provide input to this resource consent.  Through the 

suggested advice note above, Powerco seeks to ensure that its existing assets that may be 

affected by the proposal are protected.   

Powerco would be pleased to discuss any of the matters raised above.  If you have any queries 

or require additional information please contact Gary Scholfield on (07) 928 5659 or via email 

gary.scholfield@powerco.co.nz. 
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Appendices 
 

1. Resource Consent Application 
2. Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Comments 
3. South Taranaki District Council commissioned Heritage Assessment Report 
4. Submissions 
5. Fire and Emergency New Zealand proposed conditions 
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Resource Consent Application  

To South Taranaki District Council 

 

 

Land Use Consent  

to Relocate  

St John the Divine Historic Church 

Otakeho  

 

 

Prepared for Patricia  and Mark Stevenson 

 

 

 

 

January 2020 
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Prepared For 

Mark and Patricia (Trish) Stevenson  

 

Prepared By 

Landpro Ltd 

57 Vivian Street 

PO Box 8235 

NEW PLYMOUTH4310 

 

Tel:  0800 023 318 

www.landpro.co.nz  
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ii 

 

 

 

QUALITY INFORMATION 

Reference:  #19392 20200109 Patricia and Mark Stevenson- Relocate Church  

Date:    22 January 2020 

Prepared by:   Louise McLay    

Reviewed by:                    Zen Gerente     

Client Review:   Patricia and Mark Stevenson 

Version Number:              Final   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Disclaimer: 

We have prepared this report for our client based on their instructions. They may use it, as agreed between us.  Landpro 

has no duty and does not make or give any express or implied representation or guarantee, whatsoever to any person 

other than our client. If you are not our client then, unless this report has been provided to you as a local authority or 

central government agency as part of a public process: 

you have no right to use or to rely on this report or any part of it, and  

you may not reproduce any of it. 

We have done our best to ensure the information is fit for purpose at the date of preparation and meets the specific needs 

of our client. Sometimes things change or new information comes to light.  This can affect our recommendations and 

findings. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Overview of Proposal 

The Applicants, Patricia and Mark Stevenson, purchased St John the Divine Church, Otakeho (herein referred 

to as the Church) in 2018. The Anglican Church was built in 1893 and is a Category II Historic Building. It was 

no longer in use by 2018 and had been closed to the public for some years and hence was sold into the 

private ownership of the applicants via public tender. The applicants purchased it to relocate, preserve and 

repurpose it on their own home property. This involves relocating it approximately 13km along SH 45 from 4 

Campbell Road, Otakeho to their home property at 3500 South Road, Pihama. The vision is to protect a local 

historic building in its original state but at a new site within its locale and to keep its associated historic items 

in situ such as the organ and altar, plus add to these items with family collections. The applicants wish to keep 

the Church available for use by the applicant’s and local families with connections to it and also for community 

events such as the Garden Festival on an informal basis. 

Consequently, a resource consent to relocate a historic building is applied for from the South Taranaki District 

Council.  A building consent has previously been applied for. The proposal includes opening the Church to 

the community and community events, not to provide a private event venue, and therefore consent for a 

private event venue is not applied for at this time.  

Applicant Address:       Patricia and Mark Stevenson 

                                         3500 State Highway 45 

                                         R.D. 32 

                                         PIHAMA 

    

    

Address for Service: C/- Landpro Limited 

   PO Box 8235 

   New Plymouth 

 

1.2 Purpose of Documentation 

Pursuant to Section 88 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the RMA), this report provides an assessment 

of the activities’ effects on the environment as required by Schedule 4 of the RMA. 
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2. DETAILS OF PROPOSAL 

 

2.1 Location 

The current and original location of the Church is 4 Campbell Road, Otakeho which also borders State 

Highway 45/ South Road, see Figure 1. 

 

 

Figure 1: Current location of St John the Divine – outlined in green (Source: Local Maps TRC Website 

December 2019) 

 

St John Church is located at Otakeho; Manaia is approximately 8km to the east and Pihama approximately 10 

km to the west with the applicant’s home property on the east bank of the Punehu Stream, approximately a 

further 3km  to the west from Pihama along SH45.  
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Figure 2: 3500 South Road, the applicants home property and the proposed destination for St John 

Church (Source: Local Maps TRC Website December 2019) 

 

Table 1: Land Information  

 Address Legal 

Description  

Area 

ha 

Instrument 

 

Record of 

Title 

Current site 4 Campbell Road 

Otakeho   

Section 51 Blk V 

Waimate Survey 

District 

0.4047  Instrument: 

11315581.1 Historic 

TN18/95 

  

Destination  3500 South Road  

Pihama 

 

 

Lot 1 DP 17194  11.369  Instrument 67221: a 

right of way to 

construct, use and 

maintain water ace 

and tunnels and weir.  

 

TNJ2/1024 
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227250: Certificate 

declaring State 

Highway 45 adjoining 

the within land to be 

a Limited Access 

Road -  

 

 

 

3. DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 Land Use and Topography of Present and Proposed Sites 

Both 4 Campbell Road and 3500 South Road are remarkably similar, sharing the following characteristics: 

➢ Situated within relatively flat, fertile pastureland of the Waimate Plains 

➢ The surrounding pastureland is interspersed with hedging and occasional farmhouses and buildings 

➢ Located on the same side of the State Highway with Mount Taranaki as the dominant and powerful 

identifying backdrop 

➢ Located with a stream to the west travelling along the State Highway – approximately 500m to 

Taikatu Stream from 4 Campbell Road and approximately 400m to Punehu Stream from the 

proposed new location of Church at 3500 State Highway 45.  

➢ Both sites directly adjacent to State Highway 45, however the proposed new site is set back further 

into the property; 

➢ Both sites are currently grazed, the current site with sheep to avoid damage to the Church; and  

➢ At both sites the Church is, or will be, will be visible from State Highway 45 but at the new location 

this will only be a brief view when traveling in a vehicle. 
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Figure 3: St John’s Church from SH45 (Source:  Landpro 15 January 2020) 

 

Figure 4: Proposed location viewed from SH45 (amongst hedged area to centre rear of paddock) 

(Source:  Patricia and Mark Stevenson 17 January 2020 ) 
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Figure 5: Proposed location viewed from driveway of 3500 South Road (Source:  Patricia and Mark 

Stevenson 17  January 2020  ) 

 

3.2 The Church 

The Church was built in 1893 and first consecrated on 14th March 1894. The delay is reported to be due to 

illness. As it is also reported that the deceased were burnt at this period, it is possible that the epidemics of 

this time influenced burial practices. This may also explain why there is no cemetery at the site. 

The Church was listed on 27th October 1995 as St John the Divine Church, Historic Place Category 2, List 

Number 7272 under the Heritage NZ “list of historic buildings and places”. 
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Figure 6: Image of Church (Source:  Heritage NZ website ; Historic Places List  Entry 7272) 

 

 

Figure 7: Image  of Church  looking from SH45. ( Source:  Heritage NZ website ; Hitoric Places List  

Entry 7272) 
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Figure 8: Image of interior of Church ( Source:  Heritage NZ website ; Hitoric Places List  Entry 7272) 

 

 

The Church was designed by British immigrant, Clere, Fredric de Jersey, who was an architect of note in this 

period in New Zealand and especially of Anglican Churches. Clere had immigrated to New Zealand in 1877 

and practised first in Fielding and then in Wanganui. Please see Appendix A for more detail from the Heritage 

NZ listing. 

The Church is the oldest on the Waimate Plains and while there were dwindling number of services it 

continued to be cared for by the Otakeho Church Guild and neighbours. The last service at the Church was 

Christmas 2016, it was deconsecrated on 26th November 2017. 

 

3.3 The Current State of the Church  

The condition of the Church was assessed by Taranaki Building Limited on 13th February 2019 as is required 

by the South Taranaki District Council for buildings which are to be relocated., see Appendix C for the report.  

The report found that the Church requires a minor touch up of exterior paint, replacement of some missing 

facing boards, roofing iron, minor barge boards, spouting boards and down pipes. Given the age of the 

Church the work required is minor but necessary to ensure the Church is watertight and protected. 

Central Movers have provided a Certificate of Design Work as required for the building consent under the 

Building Act 2004. This specifies the piles that will be required and installed at the new site as the foundations 

for the Church at its new location, a copy is provided in Appendix D. 
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It is noted that at its current location, the Church shifted off its piles in a storm in mid-2017, see Appendix E 

for a builder’s assessment of the storm damage. The builder undertook a temporary repair but recommends 

that when the Church is moved that would be the appropriate time for a permanent repair. This is over two 

years ago now  and hence the applicants are keen to be in a position to move the Church and have it 

reinstated on a secure foundation and repaired to prevent further damage. They have been concerned about 

rat and other animals getting access via the gap left after the damage and causing further damage. They have 

removed the altar cloth for this reason. There is also concern that the Church will suffer vandalism as has 

occurred to the nearby, and disused Otakeho School.  

 

3.4 The Vision: Relocate, Repair and Repurpose 

The Church was a loved and important part of the rural community of Otakeho and surrounds for several 

generations. This included the contribution of additional heritage items to the Church, such as the organ, altar 

and altar cloth, some of which are connected to local families. 

Within the last generation a dwindling congregation size, a lowered capacity to provide the services of a vicar, 

and the urbanisation of rural populations have meant the Church was little used. Maintenance and its care 

became increasingly problematic. For example, as mentioned above, the Church suffered storm damage in 

2017 but remains under a temporary repair only. The Anglican diocese determined the Church was surplus to 

requirements and put it up for sale in mid-2018.  

The applicants put in a tender with the following vision for the Church: 

“Thank you for the opportunity to tended for St John’s Church 

We visited St John’s some years back when it was open over the Rhododendron Festival week and 

thought how beautiful it   was and also were appreciative of its long history in the community and how 

important that is. 

We feel we have an association with the Otakeho community as Mark’s mother Dawn was brought up 

on Glen Road. Presently we farm on the Kinigi’s block just around the corner from St John’s. 

Our intention for St John’s, should our tender be successful, would be to move the Church to our home 

at Pihama (13km away). Here we would integrate the Church into our garden. The site being part of 

the original Stevenson farm bought in 1886. 

Firstly, we would want to keep St John’s in its exact form as this is what makes it so attractive. 

Then to have it available for wedding services or other appropriate family events. Members of the ex St 

John’s parish and local Otakeho families would be welcome to use the Church at no cost to them. 

The side part (the Vestry) of the Church would be perfect to display the local artefacts that Mark’s father, 

the late Ian Stevenson, collected and to which we could add to. Ian Stevenson was a local historian and 

member of the Historical Society as it was known back then. 

Long before it was fashionable, Ian was out in the district saving bits and pieces he saw as valuable 

reminders of the past. Because of his keen interest he then had his own private museum at his home, 

which he loved to show people and tell a story of two. He also researched a lot of family history and 
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those returning to Opunake and the coastal area from afar would call on him for information on their 

families that lived there once. 

We note there may be the opportunity to purchase some of the chattels, of interest to us is the organ as 

our son Troy is an accomplished pianist, he has a Teaching Diploma in classical Music. Troy is also keen 

on family and local history. 

As it is a Category II building we have been in contact with Alison Dangerfield from Heritage NZ, 

Christine Barnett and Ivan Bruce re the archaeological side of things, South Taranaki District Council 

and Dean Jones of Central Movers who have experience moving Churches and do not foresee any major 

obstacles. 

…………. 

Mark and I have a passion for local history both buildings and the people who have lived before us and 

their role in shaping the districts we have today. 

Yours sincerely  

Mark and Trish Stevenson.” 

It is proposed that the new site of the Church will be landscaped to integrate and link it to the greater garden 

of the homestead. The site is already sheltered by shelter belts and hedges. A sweeping circular driveway off 

the existing driveway is proposed, and a footpath and avenue of trees or shrubs leading to the Church 

entrance (similar to how it is now) , see the Site Plan attached in Appendix F. Should it be required there is 

ample parking in adjacent paddocks for larger family or community events. The bathroom of the homestead 

would be used, or porta loos, if necessary, for private family occasions and community events.  

The Applicants intend to have the Church available for private ceremonies such as weddings and baptisms. 

They have guaranteed the continued use of the Church to those the Otakeho families associated with it. They 

also intend to open it to the public for such events as the Taranaki Garden Festival. It is not intended that 

these ventures would be commercial in nature. 

 

3.5 Archaeology 

Neither the Church, its current site or the proposed new location are dentified in the District Plan as 

archaeological sites. However, as the Church is associated with human activity pre 1900 there was potential 

for it to be an archaeological site under the Heritage NZ- Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 as artefacts may be found 

at the site.  Hence an archaeological authority may have been required under this Act for the relocation it if 

there was a risk of archaeological material being disturbed by earthworks. 

 Being informed of this by Heritage NZ, the applicants sought advice from an archaeologist knowledgeable 

of the area., Ivan Bruce. Mr Bruce, confirmed in personal communication, November 2019, that it is not a site 

of known occupation by Maori and it is unlikely to have pre- European archaeological values. Further, as the 

Church is to be lifted off its existing piles and transported to the new site, no earthworks are involved anyway. 

There is no cemetery at the site. HNZ has confirmed that, as no earthworks are involved, an archaeological 

authority would not be required, please refer to E-mail correspondence in Appendix G.  
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3.6 Community  

The applicants have letters of support from the community and, as they are material to the application, it is 

recommended that the reader read them in full. They are attached as an Appendix F and are from: 

1) Reverend Peter Barleyman, Regional Dean, Anglican Church – Central Taranaki 

2) Rod and Cheran le Fleming, descendants of founding members of the St Johns’s Church. 

3) Recently retired Mayor Ross Dunlop, South Taranaki District Council; and 

4) New Zealand Police, Senior Constable Opunake. 

The strong themes through all of the letters are the importance of the Church to the local community , its 

considerable historic value to the Taranaki -Waikato Diocese of the  Anglican Church and the community , 

their distress and concern that it will suffer neglect and vandalism if left in situ, their complete support and 

endorsement of the applicant’s proposal and the appropriateness of the proposed relocation , repair and 

reuse of the Church. 

The Church’s current and proposed sites are located in the rohe of Nga Ruahine , and Te Korowai o Nga 

Ruahine Trust has been informed of the planned relocation.   Te Korowai o Nga Ruahine, Trust and the hapu 

Ngati Haua , have stated that they have no concerns regarding the relocation, please refer to the e-mails in 

Appendix I. 

 

4. ACTIVITY CLASSIFICATION 

The District Plan sets out objective and polices in Section 2, then Sections 3—19 set out the rules for 

zones e.g. Rural Zone and for specific issues e.g. Historic Heritage. The relevant rules are now identified 

to determine which apply and hence the activities status.  

 

4.1  Permitted Activities 

Section 15 of the District Plan contains specific rules regarding Historic Heritage of the district. Under the rules 

in Section 15.1 and specifically Rule 15.1.1 the following are permitted activities for a building listed in 

Schedule 1A: 

(i) The repair, redecoration and /or maintenance of the interior and/or exterior of a Category 2 

building 

(ii) Internal earthquake strengthening or building safety alterations of a Category 2 building 

(iii) Earthworks within the heritage setting, which does not exceed 10m3 per 12-month period. 

(iv) Connections to network utilities. 

 

Section 11 deals with noise. Under Rule 11.2.2 limits are set for the noise arising from the site and experienced 

on other rural or residential properties. At the proposed new site, due to the significant set -back of the Church 

from the State Highway and neighbouring properties, and the dampening effect of the shelter belts and 

hedges, it is expected that the noise limits will not be exceeded. Therefore, the proposal is considered a 
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permitted activity under Rule 11.2.2. 

Section 3 deals with the Rural Zone. Under Section 3: Rural Zone Rules and specifically Rule 3.1.1 the following 

relevant activities are permitted as they meet all performance standards set out in  3.2: 

(i) Rural service activities (protecting and providing access to a local historic building, and the historic 

artefacts associated with it, is a service to the local rural community) 

(ii) Residential activities (enhancement of the applicant’s garden with an outbuilding, in this instance the 

Church, and the collection of items of interest are residential activities); and  

(iii) Community activities (provided accommodating under 100 people within the Church). 

 

It is noted that there is a precedent of old Churches being successfully relocated to private, rural gardens 

elsewhere in the district and opened to community use in a similar fashion as is proposed by the applicants. 

Section 10 deals with Parking and Transportation. Under the Rules in Section 10 the proposal is a permitted 

activity. Under Rule 10.5 Parking requirements for temporary activities are none. However, it is noted that 

should it be required there is capacity for additional parking in the neighbouring paddocks for such 

community events as the Garden Festival. SH 45 is a limited access road, however as the existing accessway 

will be used no new accessway will be required. Hence the proposal is a permitted activity under the rules 

of Section 10 Parking and Transport. 

Section 18:  contains the District Wide Rules and specifically under Rule 18.1.3 and 18.2.1 a Building Inspection 

Report by a Council Building Inspector or other Licensed Building Practitioner must be lodged with the 

building consent application. Under these rules: 

➢ Prior to building being relocated the Building Inspection Report will identify all reinstatement work 

required to the exterior of the building and an estimate of costs. 

➢ The building shall be placed on permanent foundations under the Building Consent withing two 

months of the date of being moved onto the site. 

➢ Reinstatement work to the exterior of the building, including connection to services and closing in 

and ventilation of the foundations, shall be completed within 12 months of it being moved on to the 

site; and  

➢ A performance bond of 125% of the cost of the external reinstatement works identified in the 

Building Inspection Report will be lodged with the STDC along with the application for Building 

Consent.   

 

The applicant has lodged an application for building consent including the Building Inspection Report 

attached in Appendix C. They have lodged, or will also lodge,  the required Deed from Appendix 2 of the 

District Plan and the 125% bond. The relocation is a permitted activity under Rules 18.1.3 and 18.2.1.  
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Figure 9: Rural Map 07:  Current Site Zoned Rural 
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Figure 10:Rural  Map 04 Proposed Site Zoned Rural 

 

4.2 Land Use Consents Required 

As stated previously, the Church is listed as a Category II Heritage Building with Heritage New Zealand/ 

Pouhere Taonga Aotearoa and in the District Plan in Schedule 1A (H53) as a Category II Historic Building, see 

Figure 3.  

Under the District Plan Rule 15.1.4(a) (ii) relocation of a building listed in Schedule 1A is a Discretionary 

Activity in All Zones. Section 20 of the proposed District Plan, PDP, helpfully sets out Assessment Matters for 

the Council’s when considering such applications. For this application, Section 20.5.15 Historic Heritage 

Buildings and Objects for applications of identified historic heritage buildings is pertinent. The application is 

assessed against these matters in Assessment of Environmental Effects in Section 6 below. 

Therefore, a land use consent for a Discretionary Activity is applied for and the application is to be assessed 

against the matters listed in Section 20.5.15 and Section 20.5.25 of the PDP. 
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5. CONSULTATION  

As the Church is a Historic Building consultation with Heritage New Zealand – Pouhere Taonga, HNZ is 

required under the District Plan. Recognising they were proposing to purchase a historic building, the 

applicants first contacted the HNZ for advice prior to tendering for the building, please see Appendix J for the 

relevant e-mails from the applicant and HNZ’s reply dated 23rd May 2018. In their e-mail HNZ provided 

detailed information, which is summarised below: 

➢ A link to the New Zealand Heritage list on which the Church is recorded as a Category II Historic 

Building and a summary of the architect.   

➢ Information sheet on owning a Historic Building. 

➢ As it predates 1900, the potential for it to be an archaeological site and therefore an archaeological 

authority may be required. 

➢ Suggestion to contact HNZ Heritage Architect Alison Dangerfield for advice on ideal outcomes from 

heritage perspective for the Church. 

The following is an extract from the HNZ e-mail: 

“What can or can’t be done with a place is ultimately decided by the District Plan and legislation such 

as the Resource Management Act and the Building Act. However, there are some ideal outcomes for 

heritage to work towards. Heritage NZ is able to offer free advice and guidance for proposed works to 

heritage places, aimed at managing change that respects the things which make it valued as part of 

the district’s important heritage.”,  

The applicant proceeded to follow the advice provided and contacted Alison Dangerfield to get advice on the 

building. They also, after advice from the STDC and HNZ, contacted the Taranaki Archaeologist, Ivan Bruce 

regarding the archaeological aspects of the site and then Kathryn Hurren, HNZ.  The outcome has previously 

been discussed under section 3.5 Archaeology. As already stated, the outcome was that, it was confirmed by 

HNZ that an archaeological authority would not be required. Please refer to the e-mail from  HNZ dated  30th 

January 2019, see Appendix G. 

While consultation between the applicants and HNZ has continued for over a year there has been no clear 

outcome. However, it is now understood that HNZ are considering two aspects of the proposal: 

➢ HNZ wish to consider the case for relocating the Church as in principle HNZ seek to retain Historic 

Buildings in situ and discourages their relocation, and  

➢ Whether a private Conservation Covenant for the future protection of the Church is appropriate. 

With respect to the first matter Laura Kellyaway, of HNZ, advised Landpro that HNZ wishes to view the full 

Resource Consent Application, and with that information expects to be able to respond with a HNZ position 

on the relocation as an affected party. With respect to the conservation covenant, HNZ has supplied a useful 

template. The applicant wishes to have the certainty of the Land Use and Building Act consents for relocation 

prior to further discussion on a covenant.  

The current location and proposed location of the Church are within the Rohe of Ngati Ruahine and the 

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Notified Resource Consent Report

90



 

 

16 

 

runanga is Te Korowai o Nga Ruahine Trust.  Neither site is identified in the District Plan as a site of significance 

to Maori. Nevertheless, Te Korowai o Nga Ruahine Trust was consulted, and Te Korowai in turn consulted with 

the hapu concerned, Nga Haua. The iwi and the hapu have responded that they have no concerns regarding 

the relocation of the Church.  

 

6. NON- NOTIFICATION 

A consent authority has the discretion whether to publicly notify an application unless a rule or National 

Environmental Standard (NES) precludes public notification (in which case the consent authority must not 

publicly notify) or section 95A(2) applies. 

The environmental effects of the activities will be no more than minor, the applicants do not request public 

notification and there are no rules or NES’ which require the public notification of the application.  In addition, 

there are no special circumstances relating to the application.  As such, notification of the application is not 

necessary.   

Clause 6(1)(f) of Schedule 4 of the RMA requires the identification of, and any consultation undertaken with, 

persons affected by the activity. The persons or parties potentially affected by the proposal, are Heritage NZ, 

iwi and the Anglican Church. The Anglican Church has given full endorsement to the relocation. Nga Ruahine  

has expressed that they have no concerns . The proposal has been discussed with HNZ, and their advice 

sought since prior to the applicants purchase of the Church. At HNZ’s request a copy of this application will 

be provided to HNZ seeking their written approval simultaneously/prior to lodgement with STDC.  

In addition, the proposal has been discussed with, and the support provided by, sectors of the greater 

community, please refer to the letters of support in Appendix H. Therefore, it is considered that the parties 

affected by the proposal have been consulted and, with the exception of HNZ at this point in time have 

provided written approval. Ultimately however, Council must decide that a person is affected pursuant to 

Section 95E of the RMA.   

Overall, it is considered that this application will be processed non-notified and without the need for written 

approvals. 

 

7. ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

In addition to the application being made in the prescribed forms and manner, Section 88 of the RMA also 

requires that every application for consent includes an assessment of the effects of the activity on the 

environment as set-out in Schedule 4 of the RMA.   

7.1 Assessment of Alternatives 

The applicants purchased the Church to relocate, repurpose and restore it. It is understood that Heritage New 

Zealand’s first preference is for Heritage Buildings to remain in their original position. HNZ make exceptions 

where a building is at risk in its current position. 

It is considered that the disadvantages of leaving the Church at its current position at 4 Campbell Road 

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Notified Resource Consent Report

91



 

 

17 

 

outweigh the advantages, and these are set out below.  

Option 1: Church Remains at Current site. 

Advantages of leaving Church at current site, it remains at its original location. 

Disadvantages of leaving Church at current site:  

i) Chattels have been removed for security 

ii) The Church remains located in an isolated position, with no in situ custodian 

iii) The current site is vulnerable to burglary and vandalism (confirmed by NZ Police, see Appendix 

H) 

iv) With the owners living 13km away, it is not convenient to routinely clean and maintain the 

Church nor is there much incentive to do so. 

v) There is no incentive for the owners to re pile the Church where is it, nor replace the temporary 

repair to the Church of storm damage with permanent repairs. 

vi)  There will be little to no incentive to open the Church for family events, the members of its 

parish, or the wider community in a neglected, barren (the chattels removed for safe keeping) 

and unkept state. 

 

Option 2: The Church is relocated 13km to the Stevenson’s Homestead 

 

Advantages of relocating the Church to the applicant’s homestead: 

i) The Church will be placed securely on new piles 

ii) The Church will be renovated as per the works set out in the Building Condition Report in 

Appendix C, this includes permanent repairs and required repainting. 

iii) The chattels will be returned to and displayed in the Church. 

iv) The owners will act as in situ custodians, 

v) Cleaning and maintenance will be convenient as adjacent to the homestead 

vi) As the owners are on site, unlocking the Church for visitors will be convenient 

vii) Visitors are more likely to visit and enjoy the historic value of the Church when it is located in a 

safe location, well maintained and set within a garden with a homestead (and should they be 

need toilets available)  

viii) The owners will be in a position to advocate for, and re-introduce the Church into, the local 

community potentially “breathing life” back into the old building and the retelling of its, and  

other ,local history. 

ix) The Church will become available to use in line with its original purpose – weddings and baptisms 

etc- creating a new historical record. 

 

Disadvantages of relocating the Church. 

 i) It is no longer at its original site and possibly the historic gate has remained at the old site. 
 

 

7.2 Effects on the Heritage Values of the Church. 

Chapter 20 of the Proposed District Plan sets out assessment matters that will be used in assessing resource 

consents. The relevant ones to this application are now discussed. 

Section 20.5.15 Historic Heritage Buildings and Objects for applications of identified historic heritage 

buildings listed in the Proposed District Plan the following matters are to be considered. 

a) The impact the proposal has on the integrity /values of the heritage building or object. 
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b) The importance attributed to the heritage item by the wider community and Heritage New Zealand. 

c) The nature, form and extent of development, alteration or change, and degree to which the proposal is 

consistent with any relevant conservation plan, recommendation, heritage inventory and/or reason for 

listing by Heritage New Zealand. 

d) Conservation of the original building/object fabric, including placement of limitations or restrictions on 

replacement materials, fittings and fixtures, architectural design and appearances of alterations and 

additions. 

e) Provisions of the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) New Zealand Charter where 

appropriate. 

f) For additions or alterations, the degree to which the additions or alterations are the minimum necessary 

to accommodate the continued use of the heritage place. 

g) For additions and alterations, the degree to which the additions or alterations are compatible with the 

heritage fabric of the place yet are sufficiently distinct that they can, on inspection, be read as new work. 

h) For earthworks or new buildings within the heritage setting, the extent to which the existing topography 

or vegetation will mitigate effects of the proposal on the setting of the heritage building or object. 

i) Whether the proposed activity is necessary and the minimum necessary to provide for building safety, 

the adaptive re-use for the ongoing viability and protection of the heritage building or object. 

The objective of the applicant is to retain the Church in its original state, but relocated, placed on new piles, 

repaired, then maintained and repurposed, details in Appendices C, D & F. By doing so they will also be able 

to retain the chattels such as the organ, the altar and altar cloth. Items that have been provided to the Church 

by parish families but have been removed for safe keeping by the families have been offered on loan to the 

applicants pending the Church being relocated, secured and cared for.  

No earthworks at either the current or new site, other than for the circular driveway and landscaping at the 

new site, are proposed. It is considered that the relocation applied for is a positive opportunity to provide for 

building safety and adaptive re-use for the on-going viability and protection of a heritage building.   

j) The extent of any consultation with the appropriate Iwi having regard to Kaitiakitanga and taking into 

account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi, including: 

(i) Whether the applicant has had regard to the matters raised by the relevant Iwi during 

consultation. 

(ii) Whether the applicant has addressed any adverse effects raised by the relevant Iwi 

through consultation. 

(iii) Where appropriate, whether the relevant Iwi has had the opportunity to produce a 

Cultural Impact Assessment and /or visit the proposed site prior to lodgement of the 

resource consent application. 

Nga Ruahine has been consulted, have considered it and have no objection to the proposal. 
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Section 20.5.25 Relocated Buildings contains the following assessment matters for relocated buildings: 

a) The extent of work to the exterior of the relocated building to bring the building up to a standard similar 

to surrounding buildings. In additions, where there is historical damage or damage caused by 

transportation, it is expected that such damage will be repaired. It is not necessary for the building to 

be renovated to a standard equivalent to a new building. 

b)  Whether the proposed work on the exterior of the building includes some or all of the following. 

(i) Repair and replacement of broken windows and window frames. 

(ii) Repair of rotten weather boards or other damaged wall cladding. 

(iii) Necessary replacement or repair of roof materials. 

(iv) Cleaning and /or painting of the exterior e.g. roof, walls, window frames etc. 

(v) Replacement and painting of baseboards or other foundation cladding. 

(vi) Installation, repair or replacement of spouting or down pipes. 

(vii) Replacement of steps, porches and chimneys. 

c) The ability of any works to the exterior of the relocated building to be completed within a reasonable 

timeframe. The timeframe shall be dependent upon the scale of the works required. 

d) Whether the site and access to the site will be constructed and reinstated so there are no adverse visual 

effects on the relocation of the building. 

e) The environmental benefits of the re-use of buildings. 

f) Site layout and topography  

g) Final design and appearance of the relocated building. 

h) Whether a performance bond should be required as a guarantee that external reinstatement works are 

completed. 

The applicants have lodged an application for building consent. The required Building Condition Report and 

a Certification of Design Work have been completed, refer Appendices C & D and these addressed all matters 

specified in a) and b) above. 

The applicants are motivated to complete the work and the timeframe is influenced mostly by the time taken 

in seeking the resource consent. 

The access to the new site is established, but will be improved as per the site layout in Appendix F by the 

proposed circular driveway, as per site layout in Appendix F. 

The visual and environmental benefits of the relocation are: 

- Conservation of a Heritage Building 
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- Re-use of an existing building 

- Improved amenity value and aesthetics – a neglected building will be converted into repaired, 

maintained and landscaped building in a garden setting but within the same locale of Waimate Plains 

- A bond of 125% will be paid to ensure work defined and costed in the Building Condition Report are 

completed  

- The Church will remain in its original state but repaired and maintained and made available to 

community use.  

 

8. STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS 

Schedule 4 of the RMA requires that an assessment of the activity against the matters set out in Part 2 and 

any relevant provisions of a document referred to in Section 104 of the RMA is provided when applying for a 

resource consent for any activity. These matters are assessed as follows. 

 

8.1 Part 2 of the RMA 

The proposal is consistent with the purpose and principles of the RMA, as outlined in Section 5. The proposal 

will have less than minor effect on the Church and the subject land’s ability to meet the reasonably foreseeable 

needs of future generations, or on the life-supporting capacity of the Church and the subject land, and any 

ecosystems associated with them. The proposal ensures that adverse effects on the environment are avoided, 

remedied or mitigated. 

Matters of national importance are listed under Section 6 of the RMA including 6(f) the protection of historic 

heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use and development. It is considered that a this application 

demonstrates that the relocation of the Church is appropriate and consistent with protection of  historic 

heritage.  The proposal is also consistent with the requirements of Section 7 of the RMA, with particular regard 

given to 7(a) the ethic of stewardship, (b) the efficient development and use of resources and (c) the 

maintenance and enhancement of amenity values. Regarding Section 8, the proposed activity is not 

inconsistent with the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi. 

Overall, the activity is considered to be consistent with Part 2 of the RMA, given the proposal offers protection 

of historic heritage. 

 

8.2 Section 104(1)(b) of the RMA 

In accordance with Schedule 4 of the RMA, an assessment of the activity against the relevant provisions of a 

document referred to in 104(1)(b) of the RMA must be included in an application for resource consent.  

Documentation in this section are noted as being: 

(i) a National Environmental Standard; 

(ii) other regulations; 
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(iii) a National Policy Statement; 

(iv) a New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement; 

(v) a Regional Policy Statement or Proposed Regional Policy Statement; 

(vi) a plan or proposed plan. 

Under the RMA, regional plans need to give effect to NPSs, NESs and RPSs.  For an application of this scale, 

an assessment of the application against the District Plan is adequate as this plan ultimately gives effect to 

the higher order statutory instruments.   

8.2.1 National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in 

Soil to Protect Human Health (NESCS) 2011 

The National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human 

Health (NESCS) applies to five activities: subdivision, land-use change, soil disturbance, soil sampling, and the 

removal of fuel storage systems where land is potentially, or actually, contaminated in a manner that poses a 

risk to human health. The proposed new site for the Church is not listed in the Taranaki Regional Council’s dat 

base of selected land use as a site where an activity has or is occurring that would give rise to a risk of soil 

contamination that could potentially give rise to a risk to human health. 

In addition, none of the five listed activities are applied for under this proposal and therefore the NESCS 

does not apply to this application. 

 

8.2.2 Regional Plans 

Regional Plans have been given affect to in the provisions of the District Plan with respect to this proposal. 

No separate analysis of the proposal against a regional plan is therefore required. 

8.2.3 District Plan 

An assessment of the proposal against the relevant objectives and policies of the Proposed South Taranaki 

District Plan is set out in Table 2 below.  

Table 2: Assessment of the proposal against the relevant Objectives and Policies of the Proposed 

District Plan for South Taranaki District (Appeals Version 2017) 

Objectives and Policies Assessment 

Rural Environment: Objective 2.1.3 To ensure subdivision, land use and 

development in the rural environment is of a nature, scale, intensity and 

location that maintains and enhances rural character and amenity values. 

The proposal is consistent with this 

objective as demonstrated by the 

AEE included with this application  

Policy 2.1.13 Building (Location, Design and Setbacks)  

Reduce obtrusive built elements in the rural environment by integrating 

building location and design with the surrounding landform and landscape 

qualities, while recognising that the location of farm buildings and some 

industry type buildings location is influenced by their function. 

The proposal is consistent with this 

Policy. It will result in the Church 

being relocated in such a manner 

that it will be integrated into the 

visual landscape being tastefully 

positioned and landscaped in 

harmony with surrounding 
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Objectives and Policies Assessment 

landscape. See AEE and Appendix 

F. 

Historic Heritage: Objective 2.11.2 To protect significant historic heritage that 

reflects the culture and history of the South Taranaki District from 

inappropriate subdivision, use and development.  

The proposal is consistent with this 

Objective. As discussed in the AEE, 

while the Church will no longer be 

at its original site, it will be retained 

in its original state. Its relocation 

will remove the risks of further 

damage which is the concern 

expressed by the Police and the 

community at the current location. 

It is considered that the positive 

benefits of the relocation, repair, 

maintenance and re -use outweigh 

the disadvantages of moving it, 

including increased opportunity 

for the Community to visit and 

enjoy the Church and its history. 

2.11.6 Avoid or appropriately mitigate any adverse effects of activities that 

could destroy, compromise or detract from the heritage values associated 

with items listed in the Historic Heritage Schedule. 

The proposal is consistent with this 

Policy. It is considered that overall 

the proposal will enhance the 

heritage values of the Church 

compared to leaving it in situ. 

2.11.8 Provide opportunities for greater development flexibility, where 

development facilitates the retention, conservation and /or protection of 

buildings and sites identified in the Historic Heritage Schedule. 

The proposal is consistent with this 

Policy. 

2.11.9 Encourage the compatible and /or adaptive reuse of buildings and 

sites included in the Historic Heritage Schedule 

The proposal is consistent with this 

Policy, more so that leaving the 

Church neglected and at risk of 

further damage at its current 

location. 

2.11.10 Enable the maintenance, redecoration, repair and adaptive reuse of 

building ins and sites included in the Historic Heritage Schedule 

The proposal is consistent with this 

Policy 

2.11.22 Encourage the use of non-regulatory incentives and assistance to 

facilitate the restoration and conservation of recognised heritage items. 

The proposal is consistent with this 

Policy as the applicants have taken 

the initiative and costs upon 

themselves to relocate, repair, 

maintain and repurpose an iconic 
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Objectives and Policies Assessment 

STD Heritage Building. 

Tangata Whenua: Objective 2.13.9 To provide opportunities with 

opportunities to participate in resource management processes and 

decision -making. 

The proposal is consistent with this 

Objective. Nga Ruahine has been 

informed of and consulted with on 

the application prior to lodgement. 

Policy 2.13.13 To encourage, where appropriate, as a part of determination 

of resource consent applications, consultation with Tangata Whenua be 

undertaken and reported to the decision-making authority. 

The proposal is consistent with this 

Policy, Nga Ruahine has been 

informed of and consulted with on 

the application prior to lodgement. 

Relocated Buildings: Objective to maintain and enhance the amenity values 

of areas by ensuring relocated buildings avoid, remedy or mitigate their 

adverse effects 

The proposal is consistent with this 

Objective. Refer AEE for details. 

Policy 2.21.3 Provide for the relocation of buildings while requiring the 

completion and renovation within a reasonable time frame to avoid, remedy 

or mitigate their adverse effects. 

The proposal is consistent with this 

Policy. A Building Condition Report 

including details of work to be 

completed has been undertaken 

and the applicants are committed 

to completing the works. A bond 

of 125% of the cost of these works 

will be paid if required to ensure 

that the works are completed.  

 

 

9. CONCLUSION 

The applicants wish to relocate the Otakeho Church 13km from its current location at 4 Campbell Road, 

Otakeho, to their homestead property at 3500 South Road. The Church is a Category 2 Heritage Building. It 

will be retained in its original state but repaired and maintained and the surrounds landscaped.  It will made 

available for the applicant’s family, families of the original Otakeho Parish and community for events such as 

baptism and weddings. As is the applicant’s family tradition, the intend to share the Church and its history 

with the local community, including potentially opening for community events such as the Garden Festival on 

a non- commercial basis.  

The proposal has letters of support from: 

1. Reverend Peter Barleyman, Regional Dean, Anglican Church – Central Taranaki 

2. Rod and Cheran le Fleming, descendants of founding members of the St Johns’s Church. 

3. Recently retired Mayor Ross Dunlop, South Taranaki District Council  
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4. New Zealand Police, Senior Constable Opunake. 

The strong themes through all of the letters are the importance of the Church to the local community , its 

considerable historic value to the Taranaki -Waikato Diocese of the Anglican Church and the community , 

their distress and concern that it will suffer neglect and vandalism if left in situ, their  support of the  proposal 

to relocation , repair and reuse the Church. 

Te Korowai o Nga Ruahine Trust, and the hapu Ngati Haua , have stated that they have no concerns regarding 

the relocation. 

Heritage New Zealand are an affected party and have been consulted on an ongoing basis since prior to the 

applicants purchasing the Church.  The applicants on HNZ advice consulted an archaeologist. On the resultant 

archaeologist’s advice HNZ subsequently confirmed that no archaeological authority is required.  

HNZ have communicated that in principle they prefer Heritage Buildings to remain in situ unless the building 

is at risk. It is the assessment of this application that the Church is at risk at its current site and this assessment 

is supported by the Police and local community. HNZ have communicated that they consider relocations on 

a case by case basis and that they wish to view the complete resource consent application prior to making a 

judgement on it. Hence a copy of the application has been provided to HNZ at the time of lodgement with 

STDC.  

As stated by HNZ, their role on Category 2 Heritage Buildings is one of education and advocacy and legal 

protections are at the discretion of District Councils under the Resource Management Act 1991 and provisions 

of the District Plans. The applicant is open to further discussions with HNZ on a future conservation covenant 

for the Church post its relocation and repair. 

The applicants continue to seek support of HNZ, but not withstanding this, it is considered that a good case 

for a decision to grant consent pursuant to Section 104B has been made on the basis that: 

➢ It is expected that the adverse effects on the environment will be minor or and positive effects are 

anticipated. 

➢ The proposal meets the non-notification requirements of Section 95A of the RMA; and 

➢ The proposal is consistent with the requirements of the RMA, the objectives and policies of the 

District Plan and other relevant matters. 

Consequently, the applicant looks forward to a positive outcome to their application. 
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APPENDIX A -Records of Title 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Notified Resource Consent Report

100



2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Notified Resource Consent Report

101



2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Notified Resource Consent Report

102



2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Notified Resource Consent Report

103



2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Notified Resource Consent Report

104



 

 

26 

 

APPENDIX B- Historic Building Listing 7272 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Notified Resource Consent Report

105



2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Notified Resource Consent Report

106



2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Notified Resource Consent Report

107



2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Notified Resource Consent Report

108



2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Notified Resource Consent Report

109



 

 

27 

 

APPENDIX C-Building Condition Report 
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APPENDIX D- Central Movers Certificate of Design Work 
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APPENDIX E- Builder’s Assessment of Storm Damage 
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APPENDIX F – Site Plan 
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APPENDIX G –E-mails establishing no Archaeological Authority is required  
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APPENDIX I –E-mail from Te Korowai o Nga Ruahine Trust  
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APPENDIX J -First E-mail to Heritage NZ and HNZ reply 23rd May 2018 
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1 INTRODUCTION  
 
 

1.1 INTRODUCTION AND BUILDING HISTORY 
This Assessment of Heritage Features has been commissioned by the South Taranaki District 
Council on behalf of the owners of the Otakeho Historic Church building and property,  Patricia 
and Mark Stevenson.  
 
The scope of the report is to assess the heritage features (values of the building and its current 
site) and to further assess the likely effects of moving the church building to another site owned 
by the Stevenson family at 3500 South Road Pihama, some 13km to the west.  The following best 
practice guides have been considered for preparing the heritage assessment: 

 Heritage New Zealand Information sheets relating to the Sustainable Management of Historic 
Heritage Buildings.  

 Sheet 11 - Repairs and Maintenance to Historic Places and Areas  

 Sheet 13 - Relocation of Historic Buildings  
 
 

1.2 ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
There is very little written history available regarding the St John the Divine former Anglican 
Church at Otakeho.  No original drawings have been located of the building constructed in 1893, 
nor drawings of the addition constructed in 1954.   This report acknowledges information 
contained in the following documents: 

 Opunake Heritage Inventory, Otakeho Anglican Church (St John the Divine), 4 Campbell 
Road, Otakeho.  Published by the South Taranaki District Council and dated January 2000.  

 Heritage New Zealand Assessment Criteria for the listing of the buildings as a Category 2 
Historic Place and dated October 1995 
 

 
 
Aerial photograph of the Site at Otakeho. 
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 Architect of the Angels - The Churches of Frederick De Jersey Clere  - written by Susan 
Maclean and published in 2003 

 The Resource Consent Application document written by Louise Maclean, Landpro.  

 St Marys Church, Upokongaro: Conservation Report 2003. - Chris Cochran 
 
 

1.3 BUILDING HISTORY 
Susan Maclean carried out an enormous amount of research on the architect for the church – 
Frederick De Jersey Clere.  Over his lengthy career – 1878 – 1952 he was responsible, either on his 
own or in partnership with others (there were 10 partnerships in all) for the design and 
construction of more than 100 churches and the design of 10 more not constructed. 
 
Susan Maclean even established the chronological order in which the churches were built and 
notes that the church at Otakeho was the 20th on the list – designed and built in 1893.  At that 
point Clere was in practice in Wellington with Richmond (1891-1895).  There were other churches 
nearby also designed by Clere – Manaia 1894, Opunake 1895 (now in use as a house), and  
Okaiwa 1911 (now also used as a house).   
Despite her extensive research there is little information about St Johns, Otakeho, in particular. 
She records as follows:  
 

The smaller timber churches  
With the exception of those already described, Clere’s churches up to 1900 were all for 
congregations of under 200 and most for fewer than 100 – simple, small buildings, widely 
dispersed throughout the lower half of the North Island in Taranaki, Wanganui, the 
Rangitikei, the Manawatu, down the west coast to Wellington and in the Wairarapa and 
Hawke’s Bay.  The churches described in the following pages are some of the most worth 
of study in their various regions.  Others to visit are St Andrew’s, Martinborough (1883); St 
Thomas’s, Meeanee (1887); St Marks, Waitotara (1890); The Church of the Sacred Heart, 
Hunterville (1892); St John’s, Otakeho (1893); St Andrew’s Manakau (1894); St Michael 
and All Angels, Stanway (1895); and St Cuthbert’s, Eketahuna (1899).  

 
These smaller churches were designed in Clere’s unaffected manner on the same principles 
as the large ones, in Gothic style, with an eye to economy and the available materials.  
 
 

The South Taranaki District Council reports in its Heritage inventory about the church: 
 

The Otakeho Anglican Church is a typical late-19th century country church, with a steep-
pitched gable roof over a rectangular nave, the narrow lancet windows with pointed 
heads, and the vertical proportions emphasised by the board and batten cladding.  

The interior of the church is fully lined in varnished timber, possibly rimu.  The vestry has 
been doubled in size and has a flat ceiling.  

History  

The Otakeho Church was one of the first churches to be built on the Waimate Plains.  It 
was built by Mr Fitton at a cost of £500.  The exact date it was built is uncertain, however 
it was not consecrated until 1894 because of travel difficulties.  The church organ was 
donated by the Fleming family.  

A plaque in the vestry provides the following information about the recent addition to the 
church:  
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“this addition to the vestry was built in memory of Mary Ann Hole Whitcombe who passed 
away on June 2nd 1954.  A Faithful worker and supporter of this church”  

An inscription on the lectern reads:  

“To the glory of God and in the memory of William Huddleston Le Fleming Bart. 1861-1945 
Vicars Warden 21 years and of Martha Le Fleming 1860-1944 pioneers of the church and 
this district.  Erected by the family and some early parishioners.” 

 
The builder of the church is not known.  Originally the church was probably designed with a small 
Vestry which extended to the north side of the building.   

 
Later around 1954 the Vestry was enlarged 
possibly from a donation made by Mary Ann Hole 
Whitcombe.  There is a plaque in her memory 
placed in the Vestry with the date of her death 
June 2.  1954.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
However 1954 may not have been the date that the Vestry was enlarged for the first time.   It was 
almost certainly extended later to its current form.  
 

 
Heritage New Zealand in its 1995 assessment comments:  
 

“St John’s has the principal features of a quality Clere country church.  The style is 
essential Norman with the floor plan displaying the correct arrangement of 
baptistery/vestry, nave and chancel in that order with the cancel/apse at the east end.” 
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1.4 DETAILS OF THE SITE AND BUILDING 

 
The church is located at 4 Campbell Road, Otakeho which borders State Highway 45 South Road in 
Taranaki 

 
Legal description of the site is Section 51 Blk V Waimate Survey District 
Site area is 4047 square metres.  
 

Photo from State Highway 45 
 
The Church was built in 1893 but not consecrated until 1894.  The delay in consecration may have 
been due to illness, possibly an epidemic which affected a number of people associated with the 
building of the Church.  There is no cemetery at the site.  The last church service was held at 
Christmas 2016 and it was deconsecrated on 26 November 2017.   In 2018 ownership of the 
Church and site was taken up by Mark and Patricia Stevenson.  
St John the Divine was an important part of the early community in the area and has served as a 
memorial to members of the parish who were killed in two world wars. There are rolls of honour, 
memorial plaques and other acknowledgements within the church.  
 
The Church was listed by Heritage New Zealand as an Historic Place in 1995 – “St John the Divine 
Church, Historic Place Category 2,  List Number 7272”.   The listing includes the interior and 
exterior of the building, the gate and the site.   
 
The church is also scheduled as a heritage object in the South Taranaki District Plan, Item no. H53 
in Schedule 1A: Buildings and Objects.    
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1.5 THE ARCHITECT 

While little is known about the history of St John the Divine Church, a great deal is known about 
its architect, Frederick De Jersey Clere.  A prolific designer of churches in particular, of which more 
than 100 were built over the southern half of the North Island of New Zealand (also several in the 
South Island).  
 
Heritage New Zealand in its 1995 List Entry Information provides an excellent summary of Clere, 
as follows:  
 

Clere, Frederick De Jersey1 

Clere (1856-1952) was born in Lancashire, the son of an Anglican clergyman, and was 
articled to Edmund Scott, an ecclesiastical architect of Brighton. He then became chief 
assistant to R J Withers, a London architect. Clere came to New Zealand in 1877, practising 
first in Feilding and then in Wanganui. He later came to Wellington and practised there for 
58 years. 

He was elected a Fellow of the Royal Institute of British Architects in 1886 and held office 
for 50 years as one of four honorary secretaries in the Empire. In 1883 he was appointed 
Diocesan Architect of the Anglican Church; he designed more than 100 churches while he 
held this position. Clere was a pioneer in reinforced concrete construction; the outstanding 
example of his work with this material is the Church of St Mary of the Angels (1922), 
Wellington. 

As well as being pre-eminent in church design, Clere was responsible for many domestic 
and commercial buildings including Wellington's Harbour Board Offices and Bond Store 
(1891) and Overton in Marton. Clere was also involved in the design of large woolsheds in 
Hawkes Bay and Wairarapa. 

He was active in the formation of the New Zealand Institute of Architects and served on 
their council for many years. He was a member of the Wellington City Council until 1895, 
and from 1900 a member of the Wellington Diocesan Synod and the General Synod. He 
was also a member of the New Zealand Academy of Fine Arts. 

 

 
  

                                                           
1 There is a difference of opinion about the spelling of Frederick De Jersey Clere.   
Susan Maclean in her book Architect of the Angels – The Churches of Frederick De Jersey Clere spells the “De” 
with a capital.  Other sources use the French version of “de”.   This report has chosen to follow Susan 
Maclean.  
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2 HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE IN GENERAL 
 

2.1 HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE IN GENERAL 
St John the Divine Historic Church (deconsecrated in 2017) is listed by Heritage New Zealand as an 
Historic Place – Category 2, and by the South Taranaki District Council as a Heritage Object.  
That this is regarded by the Anglican Church and the local community as a very important heritage 
place is attested to in a number of letters written in support of its continuing existence.   
 
These letters have been written in support of its being re-sited, on the grounds that the proposal 
to do this will better ensure its conservation than where it is currently situated.  The following are 
extracts from the letters identifying the values placed on the church building.   
 
Letter from Cannon Peter Barleyman, Regional Dean, Anglican Church – Central Taranaki:  

“As the Anglican Church we have been intrinsically associated with this building, people 
and the wider community providing ministry through times of peace and war.  Rest 
assured that there was considerable internal anguish in coming to the conclusion that 
needed to be made.  

We faced into the realisation that a decision was needed to find a solution that best 
preserved the history of this Church and all it has meant to the generations over the users. 
We spent some 3 to 4 years exploring a raft of possibilities.  Indeed at one stage 
considered shifting this Church to the office of the Archbishop of NZ in New Plymouth, so 
the first church built on the Waimate Plains could continue to be a place of worship for 
Archbishop Philip Richardson, the first Bishop in Taranaki.  For various reasons this did not 
bear fruit. “  

 

Letter from the office of the Mayor – South Taranaki District Council: 
“St John’s Church at Otakeho is a very important historic feature of South Taranaki.  It is 
important that it is preserved and looked after.” 

 
Letter from Rod and Cheran le Fleming:  

“As descendants of founding members of the St John’s Otakeho Church, we are interested 
in its continuing health and maintenance”  

 
In 1995, Gordon le Fleming (Rod’s father who was a valued member of the church and heavily 
involved with its continuance as a church and its maintenance during his lifetime) was keen for 
the building to be registered with the (then) Historic Places Trust 
 

 
 
The above plaque commemorating a member of the le Fleming family, William K le Fleming, is 
situated in the nave of the church.  
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The Church building was designed by Frederick De Jersey Clere, in the late 19th century, and is 
typical of a large number of smallish churches that he designed.  Susan Maclean notes that  
 

“These smaller churches were designed in Clere’s unaffected manner on the same 
principals as the larger ones, in Gothic style with and eye to economy and the available 
materials.  Floor plan, construction, materials, window design follow a pattern established 
by Clere and well illustrated in this building.” 

 
It is a “modest” building of its time and importantly has retained most of its architectural features, 
both externally and internally, over its 127 year life.  Apart from an addition, believed to have 
been constructed in 1954, but possibly in several stages, the building is in near original condition.  
The addition is constructed in matching materials and of sympathetic design to Clere’s original.  
 
 

2.2 ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE  
The St John the Divine Church building and its site is considered to be of significance in terms of a 
number of values as defined in the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 – Section 66 
Criteria. 

1) Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga may enter any historic place or historic area in 
the New Zealand Heritage List/Rārangi Kōrero if it is satisfied that the place or area 
has aesthetic, archaeological, architectural, cultural, historical, scientific, social, 
spiritual, technological, or traditional significance or value. 

 
It is considered that the Church building and site is significant in terms of the following values – 
Aesthetic, Archaeological, Architectural, Cultural, Historic, and Technological.  
 
Aesthetic 
The design of St John the Divine is a clear and mannered expression of the requirements of 19th 
century Anglican/Christian religious worship practices.  
 
Archaeological 
As the site was built on or before 1900 it is likely to be of archaeological interest.  Heritage New 
Zealand have been contacted and advised that it is unlikely that an archaeological authority would 
be required in the event of the building being re-located.  There is no cemetery at the church.  
 
Architectural 
The church architecture of Frederick De Jersey Clere is highly regarded for its quality of design, 
expression of ecclesiastical principles and appropriate use of materials.  This building is part of a 
number of timber churches Clere designed in the late 19th and early 20th centuries for 
congregations of 100- 200 worshippers.  This church is on of the smaller ones designed to seat a 
congregation of approximately 60 – 80 persons.  The style of design was Norman/Early English 
Gothic revival, designed to suit New Zealand materials and construction techniques of the time. 
Clere is likely to have also designed the interior pews, altar rails and other timber fittings.  
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Cultural 
Cultural/social and religious values are all present in this 
church.  The building has served as a place of religious 
worship but also as an important social gathering place for 
the local community.  It has also served as a memorial to 
past members of the parish including those lost in the two 
great wars.  There are a number of memorials present 
both inside and outside the church 
 
 

 
Historical 
The history of the church is typical of a church in a small rural community in early New Zealand.  It 
has been an intrinsic part of the Anglican Church and the wider community since 1894 (and right 
up to 2017).  The place reflects the history of early New Zealand up to modern times.  The place 
has the potential to provide knowledge and educate about the history of the church and the 
community which it served.  
 
Technological 
The technological values of the building relate very much to the work of the architect Clere.  His 
architectural expression of a favoured style of the time included the use of light timber framed 
structures utilising very economic single span scissor trusses.  The careful and economic use of 
readily available timbers was a hallmark of many of Clere’s churches.  
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3 ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 
 
The following section of this Report, Section 4,  describes the heritage features of St John the 
Divine Church building, both internal and external and provides an assessment of the significance 
of these features.  
 
The highest assessment is given to original features, especially those that cannot easily be 
replicated today should they be lost or altered, and areas of particular historic interest.  Where 
alterations have been made or new features added, it has been noted whether these are 
complementary or intrusive.  
 
The following codes are given with the heritage assessments: 
 
Capital letters are used for structures, elevations and interior spaces as a whole with lower case 
letters used to assess individual elements that form part of each elevation and interior space: 
 

A - exceptional heritage significance with original features intact. 
B - considerable heritage significance; mainly original features with some alterations. 
C - some heritage significance; a few original features. 
D - little or no heritage significance. 
X - intrusive elements; not original features. 
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4 ASSESSMENT OF HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE IN DETAIL 
 

4.1 DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION 
The church building at Otakeho was built in 1893 and designed by architect Frederick De Jersey 
Clere.  The name of the builder is not known and there are no original drawings in existence.  
The original Vestry was extended in 1954 although there are no drawings of this either.  This 
extension may well have been constructed in two stages.  
 
The building was designed for timber construction and follows a similar pattern to a number of 
churches that Clere designed in the late 19th early 20th century.  Susan Maclean in her book 
chronicles nine very similar churches designed and built between 1883 and 1899 following a very 
similar design pattern.  A style described as “Norman/Early English Gothic Revival” but designed 
to suit New Zealand materials and timber construction methods.  
 
The floor plan is simple and classic.  Oriented east /west with a central aisle and eight rows of 
pews on either side.  Two level Chancel and Sanctuary at the east end and a Baptistery at the west 
end with Entry Porch.   
 
Belfries were a feature of Clere’s churches but in this case where cost was most probably a 
constraint he has used an open Portico to contain a bell at the west end.   
A vestry, with its own exterior door was placed off the chancel.  
 
On the floor plan, which we have prepared, of the Church building as it is today, we have 
indicated what we believe to have been the original Vestry.  This has then been removed and a 
larger room added in 1954, but probably in two stages.  The first stage featured a pitched ceiling 
following the ridged roof line (and therefore matching the church) and re-used the two original 
lancet windows.   

 
The second stage, although following the roof line, 
and probably because of cost used a flat ceiling and 
1950 type wooden windows.  Exterior cladding 
however did match the original church in both 
extensions so that a sympathetic match with the 
original design has largely been achieved.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
Construction and materials follow a consistent pattern with Clere’s other “Small Timber 
Churches” 
 
Foundations: Traditional timber pile, most likely totara, with building grade rimu bearers and floor 
joists.  There is evidence of concrete piles on the south wall and it is likely that overtime some re-
piling has taken place.  
 
Walls:  Timber framed walls of, most likely, building grade rimu.  Exterior sheathing of timber 
vertical board and batten, most likely heart rimu.  Interior linings T.G&Vee heart rimu, varnish 
finished.   
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Roof  
The roof structure is designed using a Clere favourite 
system – scissor roof trusses supporting an east/west 
running single ridge roof. Trusses, rafters and 
T.G&Vee sarking, all heart rimu, varnish finished.  
Steel brackets connecting truss members and steel 
bottom chord tension rods. 
 
Roof covering is corrugated galvanised steel fixed 
with lead head nails.  Roofing sheets run from ridge 
to spouting – no laps – and appear to be in good 
condition.  Roofing may have been replaced in 1954  
to the entire church when the Vestry extension was 
added or judging by the condition, much later.   

 
 
 
Window and Doors are all of timber – heart 
rimu with sills and sashes probably of heart 
totara.  Windows of single lancet design 
except east and west walls where three lancet 
windows of differing heights are grouped 
together. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Door Design follows traditional T.G&Vee framed, braced and ledged 
timber doors.  Vestry door is single door with arched head.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Porch Entry Doors are two leaf with arched heads.  
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Materials/Finish:  
The simple materials palette is consistent with materials that were readily available at the time 
around which a straight-forward building system was designed.   Exterior materials – timber and 
roofing iron are paint finished.  Internal materials are all (apart from some carpeted floor areas) 
varnish finished  
 
 
 
Internal Fittings.  Architect Clere, almost always, designed the 
timber fittings which graced the interior of his churches.  
Here the pews, alter table, and chancel furniture are of Clere 
design.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Sanctuary rails (which are of oak and more 
elaborate design) were most likely to have been 
added later.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Baptistery Font and organ are also later and gifted 
acquisitions.    
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Apart from the exterior of the Vestry, the building has remained true to its original design for its 
entire 127 year life.  This applied to the interior and exterior and is remarkable and a tribute to 
the parishioners who have cared for and looked after the building from 1894 to 2016.  
 
There are however a number of areas of deterioration of the building fabric which need to be 
addressed whether the building remains on its current site or is re-located.  These items will be 
identified in Section 5.  
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4.2 HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE EXTERIOR  
Apart from the 1954 exterior to the Vestry the exterior of the building remains largely as designed 
and built in 1893.  
 

 
  Value Rating 
 
Heritage Significance Value overall    A 
  
 

 Elements of the Exterior  
  

 Eastern Sanctuary End   
 

Roof and Wall Structure and Cladding  a 
Single lancet window a 
Group of three lanced windows facing east, 
stained glass and leadlighting.  a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Junction of Sanctuary and Nave of the church 
where board and batten has been replaced or 
overlaid with painted sheet metal x 
 
 
 
 
Barge and gable details b 
 
Plastic spouting and downpipes x 
 
Gable roof cover board has been replaced with 
painted metal overflashing c 
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Vestry Extension 
 
Form, cladding, foundation detail b 
Re-used lancet windows b 
1950’s window d 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Re-used original Vestry door  b 
 
Ugly and poorly resolved junction of vestry 
extension roof b 
 
 
 
 

Western End – Baptistery, Porch/Portico 
 
Portico with Bell a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Gable and roof over entry door 
(favoured Clere detail) a 
 
Lancet windows singly and group of three a 
 
 
Arched 2 leaf door a 
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Cladding and details a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
West facing grouping of lancet windows  
together with gable end barge detailing a 
 
Simple timber cross 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Beautifully proportional west end structure and its 
various elements  
Roof/walls/windows/doors a 
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Exterior Elements 
 
St Johns Anglican Church signboard  
facing State Highway 45 a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Memorial, Property Entry Gate with plaque 
dedicated to the memory of J R Hastie a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
General Comment 
 
The St John the Divine (former) Church was well designed by a prolific church architect in a 
popular architectural style of the time. The church was well built using quality and readily 
available materials.  Apart from a 1954 addition the exterior remains unchanged since 1893.  
 
The building has been well maintained and cared for over its lifetime and is a tribute to those 
parishioners who undertook this care.  
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4.3 HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE INTERIOR  

 
As with the exterior of the interior of the church building apart from the 1954 Vestry extension 
remains largely unchanged since it was consecrated in 1894.  
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  Value Rating 

Heritage Significance Value overall    A 
 
 Nave 

Roof structure, scissor trusses,  
sarking, arched opening to sanctuary, 
metalwork  a 
 
T.G&Vee timber wall linings a 
Facings and rails a 
Timber floor  a 
Windows a 
Carpet runner c 
 
 

Sanctuary – East End 
Roof structure, false trusses, and sarking a 
 
T.G&Vee timber wall linings, facings, 
and rails a 
Carpet covered timber floor c 
Grouping of three lancet windows 
with leadlight stained glass glazing  a 
Single lancet windows with coloured glass a 
Carpet runner c 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Baptistry – West End 
Roof structure, rafters, valley beams, 
and sarking a 
 
T.G&Vee timber wall linings, facings, a 
 
Grouping of three lancet windows a 
Single lancet windows with coloured glass a 
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Fittings and Furniture 
 
 
Entry Doors – framed, braced and ledged,  
T.G&Vee pair doors a 
 
Single lancet windows with coloured glass a 
Timber colonnade between  
Baptistery and Nave a 
Switchboard x 
 
 

Materials 
All internal materials to walls and roof/ceiling are 
consistent – being Dressing Grade Heart rimu. a 
Floor probably Heart Matai a 
All varnished finish 
 
Stained/leadlight glass windows a 
Coloured class to windows in  
Sanctuary/Baptistery - Some original some 
replacement b 
 
Carpet – the Fleur-de-lis patterned carpet used as 
a ramp in the Nave, Aisle, Sanctuary and 
Chancel is an appropriate pattern choice.  
Date of its placement not known but in good 
condition.   c 
The symbol was often used in medieval England 
for church and heraldic purposes.  
 
 

Other Fittings 
 
Other fittings and items of furniture were 
probably not designed by Clere including: 
Sanctuary Rails, Pipe Organ, Baptistery Font and 
Memorial Plaques.   All of these carry high 
heritage values  a 
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General Comment 
 
The interior of the church building, apart from the 1954 Vestry extension has remained basically 
unchanged for its lifetime.  
 
The original furniture and fittings designed by the architect are still in good condition.  Over time 
other fittings have been added – the highly carved oak Sanctuary rails, the pipe organ, baptismal 
font and quite a number of memorial plaques all of which carry high heritage values.  

 
 
 
The Vestry,  which originally was probably quite a 
small robing room has been added to in 1954.   
 
The addition appears to have been added in two 
stages.  The later one less sympathetic to the 
original architecture.  Nevertheless the form and 
materials of the additions, the doors and two of 
the windows are either original elements or match 
original materials.  The overall heritage value is 
still high.  
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5 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACT ON HERITAGE VALUES  
BY RELOCATING THE CHURCH BUILDING. 
 
 

5.1 Proposal to Relocate the Church Building 
 
An application for Resource Consent to relocate the Church building onto a different site was 
lodged by planning consultants Landpro in January 2020.  The application was lodged on behalf of 
the owners Patricia and Mark Stevenson, who had purchased the building and site from the 
Anglican Church in 2018.   
 
The Anglican Church was built in 1893, consecrated in 1894 and de-consecrated in 2017.  It is 
listed by Heritage New Zealand as a Category 2 Historic Place.   
 
The new owners had made it clear, in their letter of tender to the Anglican Church, that their offer 
to purchase was based on their intention to relocate the church building to their home property 
at Pihama, 13 kilometres away.  Their purpose in purchasing the building was to conserve it and 
its heritage values and ensure its long term future by using it for compatible uses and making it 
available for use by families previously associated with the church and the local communities of 
both Otakeho and Pihama.  
 
This Heritage Features and Assessment Report has been commissioned by South Taranaki District 
Council which has requested that the Report includes an assessment of the effects on heritage 
values of re-locating the church building to another site.   
This Report responds to this request by 

 Describing and assessing the proposed site.  

 Describing and assessing the likely impact on heritage values 

 Identifying work to be considered as important repair and maintenance work to the 
building.  Recommendations regarding further restoration.  
 

 

5.2 The Proposed Site 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Aerial photograph showing proposed location of the church building 
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The legal description of the proposed site is Lot1 DP17194 and the address is 3500 South Road 
which is State Highway 45.  This site is approximately 13 kilometres west of Otakeho.  
There are clear similarities between the existing and proposed site  
Located on the same side of SH45 and with clear views of Mt Taranaki 
Surrounding countryside basically flat with hedging , trees and other Taranaki farmland features.  
There is a difference in the distance from SH45 and views of the church building form the 
highway.  At Otakeho the church is quite close to and easily seen from the highway.  At Pihama 
the church will be sited at a greater distance from the highway and will be partially obscured by 
trees when approaching from the south (but not the north). 
 

 
 
Close up view of the proposed church site. The pine 
trees to the left of the photo will be removed and 
allow views of the  building approaching from the 
north down SH 45 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
View from just inside property gateway off SH45.  
Although the pine trees will be removed the 
Norfolk Pine in the foreground and gateway 
structure will reduce clear views of the church 
building.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
The plaque on the formal gateway construction at 
the entry of SH45 announces the ownership of the 
property by the Stevenson family dated back to 
1886 
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Another difference is orientation.  On the Otakeho site the church is oriented 15 degrees off 
east/west.   East/west is the orientation that Christian churches sought for the siting of their 
churches.  At Pihama the proposed orientation is northeast/southwest or some 45 degrees off an 
east/west orientation.   Because the building will no longer function as a church this orientation 
may not be considered important – but the effect of the natural light in the building will be 
different.  The owners may like to consider an alteration in orientation – there is certainly space 
to achieve this.   
 
With the removal of much of the pine tree windbreak to the north west of the church building a 
degree of shelter will be lost – but view lines from the north achieved.  
 
The proposed site is flat, reasonably well drained, relates comfortably with the adjacent 
homestead and its garden, and in many ways is an ideal site  to relocate the church to.  The 
relocation of a Frederick De Jersey Clere church would not be without precedent.  St Paul’s 
Church, Paraparaumu has been re-sited and was still in use as a church when Susan Maclean 
reported on this in her 2003 book.  The proposed site will be fenced and secured from stock 
whereas where it is currently situated the only separation from grazing cattle is a single electric 
wire.  
 
Heritage New Zealand have sought advice and established that the propose site is unlikely to have 
“pre-European architectural values”.   
 
 

5.3 Heritage New Zealand – Principles Relating to the Relocation of Historic Buildings.  
 

Principles  
Relocation will generally have a serious adverse effect on the significance of a place. 
Buildings are part of an environmental context. This may include gardens, outbuildings, 
fences, streetscape, and a wider townscape or landscape. Relocation removes buildings 
from these settings. The NZHPT encourages the retention of significant heritage buildings 
and structures on their original sites and in their original settings. Relocation should be 
discouraged except in circumstances where:  

 The existing site or setting is not of significant heritage value.’ 

 Relocation is required to save the building as a last resort.  

 Continuity of heritage value cannot otherwise occur.  

All relocation proposals must indicate the proposed new location for the building, why 
relocation is required, any risks to the structure, and what the new use of land is proposed 
for the original site of the historic building.  

A ‘last resort’ should be understood to mean that there is a genuine physical threat to the 
place; not that it is inconvenient for the current owner to retain it. Where this latter 
argument is being proposed, discussions should focus around retaining the place and 
adaptively reusing it. 

The main principle here is that the heritage value and importance of the church relates not only 
to the building itself but to its site.  The history of its placement in the village or Otakeho, its 
religious and cultural significance to the local community and its presence in the landscape are all 
part of its value as an historic place.  Relocation will have an adverse effect on this value of 
“place”.   
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However, Information Sheet 13, also notes that there are circumstances where relocation can be 
considered as a relevant response to ensuring the long term conservation of a heritage building.  
The sheet notes.  

Relocation should be discouraged except in circumstances where: the existing site or 
setting is not of significant heritage value; relocation is required to save the building as a 
last resort, and continuity of heritage value cannot otherwise occur.  

 

While Heritage New Zealand is firm in its belief that the heritage values of a building are 
composed of the building itself and its location (site) it does accept that there are circumstances 
where other factors could be considered such as relocation to ensure the long term conservation 
of the building.   
 
From study of the Resource Consent Application and on-site assessment of the building (refer 
Section 4) and its condition there are a number of factors which emerge which could place the 
building and heritage values of itself at risk.  
 

 The Stevenson family, the new owners of the property, have stated that their purpose in 
purchase was to relocate the building to their property at Pihama.  This proposal was 
accepted by the Anglican Church who did have a choice in who to sell to.  The new owners 
have stated that they are not prepared to either repair or restore the building where it is 
currently located.  This poses the risk of the building being left unprotected and cared for 
with ultimate deterioration from lack of maintenance, weather, vandalism, stock damage 
or loss by fire.  

 
The Anglican Church sold the building noting a list of Excluded Chattels as follows.  

 
Otakeho Church – Excluded chattels  

 Stained Glass windows above altar 

 Altar 

 Coat of Arms (Family Crest) on both sides of the altar rail 

 Organ and Organ seat 

 Reading table 

 War Memorial Board 

 Bible 

 Bell 

 Font 

 Carved wooden Hymn Board 

 Sam Hunt poem framed 

 Old Key 
Plaques 

 William le Fleming, Thomas Parsons, Mary Whitcombe 

 Memorial gate and plaque J R Hastie 
 

Note: Some of these chattels may remain with the church depending on the 
final location and use of the building and family permissions.  
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 The owners of these chattels could remove them but according to the Resource Consent 
application most, if not all, have agreed to leave them in the church when it is relocated 
and restored.   
 
There is a risk that if the church building remains at Otakeho and is allowed to deteriorate 
these chattels could be removed thereby losing an important aspect of heritage value.  

 

 The new owners of the church could elect to on-sell the property, which could be for 
other uses such as conversion to residential uses.  While such use would require Resource 
Consent approval the use would significantly and negatively impact on the building and its 
previous function as a religious and social facility in the local community.  A number of the 
Frederick De Jersey Clere churches have been converted to residential use, St Cuthbert’s 
at Manaia and nine others (according to Susan Mclean’s book).  This is a significant risk in 
that, in these circumstances, the use of the building has been completely changed with 
significant loss of heritage value – certainly internally. 

 
There is a positive argument for relocation which responds to HNZ principles:   

“Future preservation of the building will be provided through a comparable use, improved 
physical condition, appropriate context or surroundings and protection from vandalism 
and fire” 
 

The Resource Consent Application  responds to this principle as follows: 
 

1.1 Overview of Proposal  
The Applicants, Patricia and Mark Stevenson, purchased St John the Divine Church, 
Otakeho (herein referred to as the Church) in 2018.  The Anglican Church was built in 1893 
and is a Category II Historic Building.  It was no longer in use by 2018 and had been closed 
to the public for some years and hence was sold into the private ownership of the 
applicants via public tender.  The applicants purchased it to relocate, preserve and 
repurpose it on their own home property.. This involves relocating it approximately 13km 
along SH 45 from 4 Campbell Road, Otakeho to their home property at 3500 South Road, 
Pihama.  The vision is to protect a local historic building in its original state but at a new 
site within its locale and to keep its associated historic items in situ such as the organ and 
altar, plus add to these items with family collections.  The applicants wish to keep the 
Church available for use by the applicant’s and local families with connections to it and 
also for community events such as Garden Festival on an informal basis.  

Consequently, a resource consent to relocate a historic building is applied for from the 
South Taranaki District Council.  A building consent has previously been applied for.  The 
proposal includes opening the Church to the community and community events, not to 
provide a private event venue, and therefore consent for a private event venue is not 
applied at this time.  

 
The proposal to relocate also accords with two other HNZ principles to some degree.  

The proposed relocation should allow an understanding of the remaining significance of 
the building (e.g. ensuring the new site allows similar views from the street and setting or 
that a corner building is relocated to a new corner site). 
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In that the site at the Stevenson’s property at Pihama is similarly located in relation to SH 45, 
retains similar views to Mt Taranaki, has similar site and landscape conditions.  

Where a building was designed to be relocatable or relocation has been a feature of its 
history, relocation may, in some circumstances be appropriate. However a full assessment 
of the potential effects of relocation should nevertheless be carried out. 

 
The church building was not intended to be relocatable as it was originally designed but because 
of its timber structure, including foundations, it is relatively straightforward to relocate it to 
another site.  
 
 

5.4 Assessment of the Likely Impact on Heritage Values by Relocating the Building 
 
Section 4 of this report sets out the heritage values of the building itself.  Overall it rates the 
heritage value as very high.  Should the building be relocated in total and in the manner described 
the heritage value should remain very high – providing that the following occurs:  
 

 The building is relocated in total as it is without change externally apart from 
maintenance 

 The building is set up on new compliant foundations with a similar foundation design to 
match existing. 

 All building services are properly connected and concealed  

 There is no internal subdivision apart from in the Vestry (if absolutely necessary)  

 All of the furniture and fittings and the majority of the items on the “excluded chattels” 
list are kept with the building. 

 The necessary repair and maintenance work is carried out including as many of the 
suggestions as possible identified in Section 5.5.  

 Adequate vehicle and pedestrian access is provided to the building from SH 45.  
 
 

If all of the above is achieved our heritage assessment of the building would remain as: 
 

 A – exceptional heritage significance with original features intact.  
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5.5 Repair and Maintenance Work and Recommendations Regarding Further Restoration following 
Re-location 
 

5.5.1 Appropriate Standards 
The most appropriate conservation standards for use in New Zealand are those set out in the 
ICOMOS New Zealand Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural Heritage Value.  (ICOMOS 
stands for the International Committee on Monuments and Sites.)  The charter has been formally 
adopted by the New Zealand Historic Places Trust and a number of territorial authorities.   
 
Important conservation principles contained in the charter are explained below.  These have been 
adapted from standards set out in Chris Cochran, St Mary’s Church, Upokongaro: Conservation 
Report, 2003. 

 Carry out regular maintenance 
Regular maintenance is essential to the long life of heritage buildings.  If maintenance is 
not carried out on a planned basis, repairs become progressively more difficult and 
expensive, and fabric of heritage value can be lost, thus diminishing the significance of the 
building.  In addition, a well-maintained building will survive the effects of earthquakes, 
storms and other natural disasters better than one that is poorly maintained.  

 Repair rather than replace 
When repairs are necessary, cut out and replace only decayed material. It is better to 
have fabric that is worn and carefully patched than modern replica material, however 
faithfully copied. 

 Repair in compatible materials 
In carrying out repairs, materials matching the original should generally be used if they 
are available. Work to a higher technical standard is good practice in some circumstances 
and may be required by the Building Code. 

 Restore with care 
Restoration of lost features should be carried out only if there is clear evidence of the 
original form and detail. Such evidence could come from original drawings, early 
photographs or elements relocated to other parts of the building. Detailed examination of 
the fabric of the building can often reveal information that is not available from other 
sources. 

 Keep change to the minimum 
Where additions and alterations are carried out to fit a building for a new use, change 
should be the minimum necessary to suit the new functional requirements. There should 
be the least possible loss of building fabric of heritage value.  

 Find a compatible use 
Ideally, the original use of a heritage building should be continued. As this is often 
impracticable, a compatible and economically feasible use should be found. A compatible 
use is one that can be incorporated into the building without excessive change and 
without significant reduction of the heritage significance 

 Make new work reversible 
Where possible, new work should be reversible, so that change back to the present form 
remains a possibility should this be required in the future. This can sometimes be difficult, 
particularly with major work such as earthquake strengthening. Recycle or store early 
fabric that has to be removed and make new junctions with the old fabric as lightly as 
possible. 

 Respect alterations 
Additions and alterations to heritage buildings can have historic or aesthetic significance 
in their own right. Returning a building to its original form is recommended only when the 
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significance of the original structure is outstanding and later alterations have 
compromised its integrity. 

 Distinguish new from old 
Growth and change are natural parts of the life of any building. Major changes, especially 
additions, should be able to be seen as such so as not to confuse the new with the old.  
Compatible design, where the new does not dominate or conflict with the old, should be 
the aim. 

 Document changes 
Changes should be fully documented in drawings and photographs, with the latter taken 
before, during and after conservation work. New materials should be identified by date 
stamping. 

 Respect the patina of age 
Patina, the visible evidence of age, is something to protect carefully. Buildings should look 
old as they mature, as age is one of the qualities we value them for. 

 Respect the contents and setting 
The contents and setting of a heritage building can often have heritage value in their own 
right and both should be regarded as integral with the building.   

 

 

5.5.2 Maintenance 
A programme of regular maintenance will be required to keep the building in good condition after 
initial restoration following relocation.  

A programme of ritual inspections and maintenance will mean that minor faults are identified 
early and resolved thus avoiding the need for major repairs in the future.  We recommend a 
programme for inspections and maintenance as follows:  

Monthly 

 Check and clear all spoutings, gutters, downpipes and sumps 

 Ensure that drains are running freely 

 Check and repair obvious damage such as broken glass, door and window hardware 

 Check for any building leaks and repair 

 Ensure that subfloor ventilators are clear of growth 

Annually 

 Carry out a survey of building fabric including sub-floor space (dampness), exterior walls 
and roofing 

 Carry out maintenance and cleaning of all windows and doors 

 Carry out other maintenance as necessary 

 Wash down all elements of the building fabric including roofs, walls, rainwater disposal 
systems and remove all dust, dirt or lichen growth 

Every 10 years 

 Carry out a full survey of the building fabric 

 Wash down and prepare and paint all painted elements  

 Check Compliance Health & Safety and upgrade as required 

Maintenance Log 

 Keep maintenance log of inspections and work carried out  
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5.5.3 Repair and Maintenance Work. 
 
The St John the Divine (former) Church building has survived very well over its 127 year life 
thanks to the care and attention devoted to its upkeep by the Parish between 1894 and 2016.  
Repair and Maintenance are now urgently needed whether the building is relocated or left 
where it is.  The following list identifies repairs necessary but is not exclusive.  
 

 Replacement and levelling of foundation piling as necessary and the fixing or replacement 
of baseboards.  Ensure that surface water is not able to seep under the building.  

 Repairs to roofing including ridging, valley gutters, spouting and downpipes.  Provision of 
appropriate soak holes for roof water.  

 Repairs to exterior timber cladding including fascia and other facings.  In particular repair 
to the storm damaged south wall of the Nave.  

 Repairs to timber windows and doors including replacement glazing as necessary.  Ensure 
windows are openable when designed to do so.  

 Checking of services – plumbing and electrical 

 Repainting of all elements of the exterior of the building.  
 
The following photographs illustrate some of the damaged areas needing urgent repair: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Baseboard damage Storm damage on south wall Structural damage 
  Portico posts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cladding damage Roof and wall damage Missing downpipes 
 
The process of relocating the church building provides the opportunity to carry out additional 
work which would improve the future life of the building and restore some heritage value lost 
over time.   
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The gable wall junction between the Nave structure and the Sanctuary 
structure. This area of wall has been overlaid with metal sheet which 
should be removed and replaced with timber board and batten and 
appropriate flashings.  
This photograph also shows where corrugated sheet roofing timber 
cover boards have been replaced with a metal flashing.  Flashing to 
gable end fascia should remain but a replacement cover board 
installed over the top.  The photograph also shows the existing PVC 
spouting and downpipe system (spouting missing).  This system should 
be replaced right around the building with a zincalume steel spouting 
(Ogee profile) and downpipe system 
 
 

 
Junction of Vestry roof and main roof should be re-built when 
the two sections of the building are re-joined (assuming that the 
building will be moved by dividing into two parts).  Valley gutter 
should be reformed (larger) and junction with lower Vestry roof 
reformed to comply with Section E2 of the NZ building Code. 
 
 
 

 
Foundations – The new pile foundations as described in the resource consent application need to 
be designed in accordance with the NZ Building code and NZS3604:2011 Section 6.  Particular 
requirements to note:   
 

 Height above ground required to be a 
minimum of 450 between the underside of the 
joists and ground level.  This requirement could 
possibly be waived beneath vestry floor which 
is 150mm lower than the main church building 
and where alternative means of access could 
be arranged.  

 Underfloor ventilation required using a 
continuous 20mm horizontal gap (weather and 
vermin issues) or the provision of ventilators 
providing 3500mm2 per metre2  of floor area.  

 
 
This report recommends that three other matters be considered: 
 

1. Prevention of ground water seeping under the building.   
Site should be levelled before placement of piles with ground sloping away slightly from 
the building.  A further precaution would be to pour a concrete nib between piles 
extending above ground to allow the base board to overlap, or use an H5 treated base 
board to extend 100mm into the ground .  Ground under the building should be covered 
with a polythene sheet (taped at joins) to prevent moisture vapour from entering the 
space.  The opportunity to insulate between floor joists should be considered.  
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2. New floor to ground level will be higher in the 
new location and more entry steps will be 
required to the Vestry door and main Church 
building entry door.  Consideration should be 
given to the provision of handrails to the steps – 
particularly to the main entry doors.  Steps and 
handrails need to be carefully designed to suit the 
architecture of the building.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
3. Internal Electrics.  Consideration should be given 

to a review and renewal of all electrical circuits/ 
replacement of switchboard and concealment in 
a Heart Rimu cupboard/concealment of all 
wiring/ review of Vestry light fittings/review and 
replacement of electrical heating and all other 
fittings (switches etc).  
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CONCLUSION 

 
The proposal to relocate the St John the Divine Church building from its current site in Otakeho to 
the proposed new site at the Stephenson’s property at 3500 South Road Pihama will require 
resource consent and building consent.  Heritage New Zealand has advised the owners that 
neither site is likely to be of archaeological interest and therefore archaeological approval is 
unlikely to be required.   
 
This report has assessed the Heritage Significance of the church building using the definitions 
from Section 66 of the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014.  The report has 
concluded that the heritage value of the building overall is  
 A – exceptional heritage significance with original features intact.  
 
If the church building is relocated as proposed then the assessment of heritage significance 
(values) changes in relation to each of the definitions.  
 
Architectural  Relocating the building, assuming that the provisions in Section 5.4 are complied 

with, would maintain an A rating as to the retention of architectural heritage 
values. 

 
Cultural  Cultural/social and religious values are very much present at Otakeho but would 

be significantly reduced at the proposed relocation.  Some cultural and social 
values would be retained if the new owners continue with their objective to 
restore the church building and make it available for the local community and 
members of the former St John’s parish and local Otakeho families.  Certainly the 
significance of the memorials within the church would, for many families, be 
preserved and maintained.  

 
Historical  Historical values would change with the relocation of the building but the 

Stevenson family has connections with the church at Otakeho and intend to widen 
those connections to the Pihama district and celebrate and record the history of 
the greater area through a permanent exhibition in the relocated Vestry.  

 
Technological  The technological values of the building would be retained if the building was  

re-located in the manner described.   
 
The report has assessed the proposed site for the relocation and considers it suitable.  The 
proposed site is very similar in terms of landscape and relation to Mt Taranaki.  It is only 13 
kilometres away from Otakeho and easily accessible from that community.  
 
The impact of removing the church building from Otakeho is significant to that community but 
difficult to place a value on – the building has not functioned as a church since 2017 anyway and 
its future, where it is, is unlikely to return to that or similar community use.  The Otakeho 
community itself is smaller than in earlier times and certainly than when the parish flourished.  
There are significant risks in leaving the church building where it is under the current ownership, 
and further risks should that ownership change again.  These risks are identified in Section 5.3.  
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This report concludes that the proposal being considered by the new owners, the Stevenson 
Family, to relocate the building to a situation where they will restore, maintain and use the 
building largely for community uses will ensure the long term life of the building and retain a 
significant amount of its heritage value.  There are risks in retaining the building where it is and 
these include deterioration, loss of heritage items including memorial significance, and the 
possibility of adaptive re-use – such as residential use.  The latter would undoubtedly result in the 
significant loss of the heritage values inherent in the interior and probably the exterior as well.  It 
is unlikely that the memorial aspect of the church building would be retained or access available 
to the Otakeho community.  
 
 
 
 
Bruce Dickson DipArch, FNZIA, ARIBA 

Registered Architect 
Conservation Architect 
 
 
Bruce Dickson Architecture Limited 
49 Brassey Road, Whanganui. 4500 
M: 027 270 7849 
E: brucedicksonarchitecture@gmail.co.nz 
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From: Louise McLay
To: Alice Falloon
Cc: Jessica Sorensen; Maria Hokopaura
Subject: #19392 Otakeho Church , Beca submission to the South Taranaki District Council on behalf of FENZ
Date: Tuesday, 1 September 2020 6:15:05 pm
Attachments: image002.png

FENZ - 200901 Agreed Condtions on Consent for fire-fighting -compiled.pdf

Hi Alice,
 
As discussed this morning , please find attached a copy of the letter sent ,on behalf of the applicant ,
to the South Taranaki District Council setting  out the background and  agreements made with  FENZ’s
Fire Risk Management Officer  for  Taranaki regarding firefighting provisions for the Church at its new
site. Agreed  proposed conditions on consent  for firefighting at the new site are included in the letter.
 
I request that, as the  issues raised in the submission by Beca  have been satisfactorily  addressed  and
,subject to the proposed  firefighting conditions  being included  in the resource consent,   Beca 
acknowledge in writing that the concerns raised have been addressed and they now withdraw their
right to be heard at the Hearing.
 
Thank you.
Kind regards,
 

Louise McLay
 
Resource Management Planner
 
 
Landpro

 0800 023 318 | +64 3 445 9905
57 Vivian Street
New Plymouth 4310  New Zealand
New Plymouth |Cromwell |  Gore   

 landpro.co.nz
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1 September 2020 Landpro Reference: #19392 
Council Reference: RML20008 

 
South Taranaki District Council  
105-111 Albion Street 
Private Bag 902 
HAWERA 4640 
ATTN: Maria Hokopaura, Planner 

Dear Maria 

Re: Submission made by Beca on behalf of Fire and Emergency New Zealand (FENZ) on RML20008 an application 

to relocate a historic building, the St John’s Church at Otakeho, to 3500 South Road, Pihama.  

 
Resource Consent RML20008 to relocate a historic building, the St John’s Church at Otakeho, to 3500 South Road 

was publicly notified on 18th June 2020 and submissions closed on Friday 17th July 2020.  Alice Falloon, Planner, Beca, 

lodged a submission on behalf of Fire and Emergency New Zealand (FENZ), copy attached as Attachment A. 

1 Submission and Relief Sought.  
 

The submission was neutral on the land use application, but should it be granted, sought conditions on consent to 

ensure FENZ can carry out its firefighting duties in the case of an emergency.  The relief sought was the following 

condition: 

Prior to occupation, the church shall be provided with an onsite firefighting water supply that complies with the New Zealand 

Fire Service Firefighting Water Supplies Code of Practice SNZ PAS 4509:2008 
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2 Meet ing to Address FENZ’s Concerns in a Practical Manner.  
 

To address the concerns raised in the submission in a practical manner, a meeting was held at the request of the 

applicant at the Community Center Lounge on 19th August 2020, with the following present: 

• Mark Stevenson, Applicant 
• Andrew Cotter, Fire Risk Manager/Specialist Fire Investigator, Taranaki- Area 12, FENZ 
• Bryce Corrigan, STDC Senior Building Control Officer 
• Dhruva Suresh STDC Development Engineer 
• Jessica Sorensen, STDC Planning Manager 
• Maria Hokopaura, STDC Planner. 

 
The meeting determined that: 

 
• The building is less than 120m2 and maximum building occupancy would be between 50-60 people  
• It is not intended that the Church be used as a commercial venue  
• The STDC has not formally adopted the NZ Fire Service Firefighting Water Supplies Code of Practice SNZ 

PAS 4509:2008 and does not enforce this  
• A condition on consent that the building comply with the NZ Fire Service Firefighting Water Supplies Code 

of Practice SNZ PAS 4509:2008 is not practical or appropriate in this situation e.g. a requirement to provide 
180,000L water stored on site for firefighting supply under the Code, this is not practicable or appropriate 
for  small scale of the building , its character or use. 

• Mr Cotter advised that given the building’s intended use, a 30,000L tank, provided additional arrangements 
were made, would be appropriate. 

• Mr Cotter advised that if the church is available for an open home -type event then it would be good practice 
to have a documented fire procedure, including evacuation and signage regarding this.  

• That Mr Cotter and Mr Stevenson would meet on site to determine the details of the best, practical 
firefighting provisions for the proposal and site. 
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3 Site Visit and Agreement Reached  
 

Mr Cotter and Mr Stevenson meet on site on Thursday 27th August 2020 to “ground truth” the proposed location of 

the Otakeho Church and proposal. After the site visit Mr Cotter detailed the outcome of the decisions made in an 

email 28th August 2020, Attachment C. The STDC Planner then instructed Landpro to draft these decisions into 

proposed conditions on consent, refer to the email in Attachment D.   

The resultant proposed conditions on consent for firefighting are: 

1. A 30,000 L (or greater) water tank to be installed within an acceptable distance (6m) of hardstand area 
where a Fire Truck can park and at least 6m from any hazard. 

2. This tank to remain as a dedicated firefighting water supply (suction source). 
3. This tank is to be on a continuous fed and topped up from a 50mm main line from the Cold Creek Water 

Supply. 
4. This tank is to have a FENZ approved coupling or other alternative method to allow connection to fire 

appliance / hardware. 
5. Tank couplings to be fixed to a foundation block to prevent damage to the plumbing fixture during use. 
6. All tank interconnections to be a minimum of 100mm diameter at the bottom of the tank. 
7. The access for fire appliance/s to extend to within 90m of Church, be 4 m width and with  a clearance  of 

4m in height.  
8. A turning area with a radius of 11m minimum near the Church for turning of fire appliance/s.  
9. The owner may install a fire hose and or handheld extinguisher on, in or near the Church building, in 

accordance with NZS4503:2005. 
10. The owner will provide an evacuation procedure and signage. 
11. On installation of the above, the site to be visited by the Fire Risk Management Officer, Taranaki Area12, 

FENZ. 

It is not necessary for the proposed conditions to address the driveway gradient because the site is flat. Mr Cotter 

has supplied a template to the applicants for the evacuation, and fire procedure which can be used once the Church 

is relocated. 

Confirmation of the agreement to the wording provided above from Mr Stevenson and Mr Cotter is provided in 

Attachment E. 
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A copy of this letter has been provided and discussed with Alice Falloon, Beca. A request has been made that as the  

issues raised in the submission by Ms Falloon  have been satisfactorily  addressed , subject to the proposed 

conditions herein being including in the resource consent,   Beca  acknowledge in writing that the concerns raised 

have been addressed and they now withdraw their right to be heard at the Hearing. 

Thank you. 

 

Kind Regards, 

  

Resource Management Planner  

ATTACHMENT A: Beca Submission on behalf of FENZ 

ATTACHMENT B: Notes from Meeting 19th August 2020. 

ATTACHMENT C: Email from Mr Cotter, Fire Risk Management Officer/specialist Fire Investigator, Taranaki -Area 12, FENZ, 

detailing agreement reached regarding Fire Fighting Provisions 28th August 2020  

ATTACHMENT D: email from Maria Hokopaura, STDC Planner 28th August 2020 

ATTACHMENT E: Confirmation from Mr Stevenson and Mr Cotter that the proposed conditions on consent drafted by Louise 

McLay, Landpro, reflect the agreement reached between the applicant and FENZ. 
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