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Chairman’s Report 
 

From Councillor Andy Beccard 

Date 28 April 2020 

Subject Te Ramanui o Ruapūtahanga – Consent Application 
 
 
Summary 
 
A pre-hearing was held on Tuesday 20 January 2020 to discuss the submission from Heritage 
New Zealand received in relation to the Te Ramanui Ruapūtahanga resource consent. The 
resource consent application was submitted by the South Taranaki District Council and the 
purpose of the meeting was to determine if an agreement could be reached in relation to 
Heritage New Zealand’s submission. Caroline Rachlin and Laura Kellaway were in attendance 
to speak on behalf of Heritage New Zealand. If an agreement was unable to be reached a 
formal hearing would be considered by a commissioner. 
 
Other attendees included the consenting authority - Liam Dagg (Group Manager 
Environmental Services), Jess Sorensen (Planning Manager), Jason Jones (Planning 
Consultant); the applicants - Phil Waite (Recreation and Facilities Manager), Cath Sheard 
(Library and Cultural Services Manager), Andrew Guerin (Boffa Miskell), Daniel Thomson, 
Rodney Sampson (Warren and Mahoney) and Ian Bowman (Conservation Architect). 
 
Consenting Authority 
 
Mr Jason Jones provided an overview of the resource consent application and explained that 
the following activities were triggered: 

• Discretionary activity – Rule 15.1.4(a)(iii) for the demolition of a Category 2 
building. 

• Controlled activity – Rule 6.1.2(a)(i) for the full or partial demolition of buildings on 
a site, where the site has a Defined Pedestrian Frontage (non-notification 
statement applies). 

• Restricted discretionary activity – Rule 6.1.3 for permitted activities which do not 
meet the permitted performance standards in Section 6.2.   

 
A public notification period was held where Heritage New Zealand and the New Zealand Fire 
Service submitted to the application.  
 
The Applicant 
 
Mr Andrew Guerin explained that there had been a long history of bringing together a multiple 
facility for the Hāwera town centre. A number of sites were investigated, however the corner 
of High and Regent Streets, Hāwera proposed in the application was the preferred site. It was 
considered that it was centrally located and provided for a communal area at the front of the 
facility. As a result there was a category 2 heritage building affected by the proposal. 
 
Prior to the resource consent being submitted, the South Taranaki District Council undertook 
consultation with the community on the draft concept of the design and location of a combined 
civic facility. Approximately 170 submissions were received and there were no objections from 
the community in relation to the removal of the category 2 heritage building on the corner of 
High and Regent Streets.  
 

 



 

c:\users\jessicas\desktop\te ramanui\report from councillor andy beccard - te ramanui pre hearing.docx Page 2 of 3 
Created on 30 April 2020 

Mr Andrew Guerin explained that although the application involved the demolition of the 
category 2 building alternative options were investigated for full reuse and partial reuse. The 
building was considered earthquake-prone and the cost of strengthening was extremely 
prohibitive.  
 
Mr Bowman believed that the demolition would have more than a minor effect and he did not 
believe that the retention of the building would impact shading along High Street.  
 
Heritage New Zealand 
 
Heritage New Zealand representatives highlighted five key points from their submission:  

1. The demolition of the building would result in full loss of a historic place and its 
heritage values from its setting in the town centre complex. 

2. Further investigation and assessment regarding earthquake strengthening the 
heritage building. 

3. Recommendation to decline proposal with the demolition of the category 2 heritage 
building.  

4. Concerned that there was insufficient detail and costs associated with alternative 
options for the heritage building. 

5. The need for an archaeologist assessment. 
 
It was noted that the listing had been undertaken a number of years ago and a new assessment 
could potentially change the heritage score. The building was now 119 years old and was 
designed by John W Warren and William N Stephenson. Heritage NZ strongly believed that 
the demolition of the building would have an impact of the historic main street townscape. 
 
General Discussion 
 
The group discussed options investigated for upgrading and/or incorporating the heritage 
building into the design. Mr Guerin explained that there were multiple options that could be 
investigated however it was costly to investigate multiple alternative options in great detail. Mr 
Thomson added that Wellington engineers with considerable experience in unreinforced 
masonry buildings with heavy frontages believed that conservative cost estimates to reinstate 
the building only would be $1m. This would not include any fit out costs. Mr Thomson 
considered that due diligence had been undertaken in regards to investigating the earthquake 
strengthening of the building. 
 
Ms Laura Kellaway believed that in addition to this funding opportunities and sources to 
earthquake strengthen the building should also have been investigated. It was felt by the 
Heritage NZ representatives that there had been insufficient investigations into the alternative 
options and would like to see further information brought back particularly for adaptive re-use 
of the façade of the building proposed to be demolished. Ms Kellaway added that the details 
on other options for locations was limited. Mr Bowman added that he believed three options 
could be investigated further; options 6, 11 and 12.  
 
Mr Thomson advised that other locations were investigated however it was felt that the option 
to build on the town square site would not allow for an exterior space to be available as part of 
the building. Mrs Sheard pointed out that it was crucial that Te Ramanui o Ruapūtahanga meet 
the needs of the community and an outdoor space was essential. She reiterated that the 
community had been a part of the development process and there had been very positive 
feedback regarding the location and proposed designs. 
 
The Heritage NZ representatives understood the drivers on the suggested site however highly 
recommended that further research be undertaken. It was noted that neither Ms Kellaway nor 
Ms Rachlin were in a position to be able to amend Heritage NZ’s submission. 
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Conclusion 
 
It was agreed that further research and information be undertaken on options 6,11 and 12. An 
agreement could not be reached between the Applicant and the Submitter therefore a formal 
hearing would be held with a commissioner to oversee.  
 
It would have been beneficial if the representatives from Heritage New Zealand had been 
provided the ability to negotiate an alternative solution. It is also important to note that 170 
submissions were received during the community consultation on the project plans for the 
development of Te Ramanui o Ruapūtahanga. 170 submissions were in support. 
 
 
 

 
 
      
Andy Beccard     

Environment and Hearings Chairman 
South Taranaki District Council  


