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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: 
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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. 

 
 
 



RML20008 

Page 10 of 18 
 

 
 

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 
    


