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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

Current site

4 Campbell Road
Otakeho

Destination

3500 South Road
Pihama

Section 51 Blk V

Area

Record

0.4047

of

Title

ha

Waimate Survey

Instrument:

TN18/95

11315581.1 Historic

District

Lot 1 DP 17194

Instrument

11.369

Instrument 67221: a
right

of

way

TNJ2/1024

to

construct, use and
maintain water ace
and tunnels and weir.
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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.

4

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.
8

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
9

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)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

The repair, redecoration and /or maintenance of the interior and/or exterior of a Category 2
building
Internal earthquake strengthening or building safety alterations of a Category 2 building
Earthworks within the heritage setting, which does not exceed 10m3 per 12-month period.
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
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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
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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)
ii)
iii)
iv)
v)
vi)

Chattels have been removed for security
The Church remains located in an isolated position, with no in situ custodian
The current site is vulnerable to burglary and vandalism (confirmed by NZ Police, see Appendix
H)
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.
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.
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)

c)

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.

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

The proposal is consistent with this

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

objective as demonstrated by the

location that maintains and enhances rural character and amenity values.

AEE included with this application

Policy 2.1.13 Building (Location, Design and Setbacks)

The proposal is consistent with this

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.

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

The proposal is consistent with this

reflects the culture and history of the South Taranaki District from

Objective. As discussed in the AEE,

inappropriate subdivision, use and development.

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

The proposal is consistent with this

could destroy, compromise or detract from the heritage values associated

Policy. It is considered that overall

with items listed in the Historic Heritage Schedule.

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

The proposal is consistent with this

sites included in the Historic Heritage Schedule

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

The proposal is consistent with this

building ins and sites included in the Historic Heritage Schedule

Policy

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

The proposal is consistent with this

facilitate the restoration and conservation of recognised heritage items.

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

The proposal is consistent with this

opportunities to participate in resource management processes and

Objective. Nga Ruahine has been

decision -making.

informed of and consulted with on
the application prior to lodgement.

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

The proposal is consistent with this

of resource consent applications, consultation with Tangata Whenua be

Policy, Nga Ruahine has been

undertaken and reported to the decision-making authority.

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

The proposal is consistent with this

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

Policy. A Building Condition Report

or mitigate their adverse effects.

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
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APPENDIX B- Historic Building Listing 7272
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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 H –Letters of Support
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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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