
 Background 

1. My name is Shayne Patrick Hodge, our family trust owns 25 Buick Street Petone, on behalf of 

my daughter, Paige Hodge. 25 Buick Street is part of the proposed Petone foreshore heritage 

zone.  

2. We object to the PC 56 concerning the proposed Petone foreshore heritage zone because: 

a.  of the lack of consultation as promised, 

b. The process to determine what qualified as significant heritage is flawed and mostly 

without merit. It won’t protect heritage. By councils’ own admission homeowners 

can demolish but not increase the footprint of the home. 

c. The council is using the heritage exemption as means of preventing intensification.  

d. costs to owners in heritage areas such as insurance premiums and time and cost of 

obtaining a resource consent for any modification have not been adequately taken 

int account.  

3. In late 2020 my daughter Paige commenced the process of purchasing her first home with a 

desire to locate within the wider Petone area 

4. As is unfortunately normal these days the bank of mum and dad was required to assist with 

the deposit to enable her to get on the “property ladder.” 

5. Her attraction to the Petone area was the high level of amenity eg restaurants, cafes, ease of 

access to Wellington and the Hutt valley, with recreational areas such as the foreshore.  

6. The character of the small villas that predominantly feature in Petone was also an attraction. 

7. Paige was looking either to buy and renovate or purchase a renovated villa. 

8. My only advice at the time was “don’t buy in Patrick Street” given it had heritage status and 

in my opinion, renovation would be fraught with extra cost and time delays – something 

Paige could ill afford. 

9. This opinion of heritage was based on real estate agent advice that owners in Patrick Street 

suffered and were often frustrated when simple things like putting up fence become a 

protracted and costly exercise, potentially involving a resource consent.  

10. In January 2021 Paige identified a property at 25 Buick Street that was coming to auction 17 

February 2021 – see attached flyer Appendix 1. 

11. This appeared to meet or exceed her criteria for being a well-maintained turn of the century 

villa tastefully renovated. But not all homes in Buick Street are of a similar standard. These 

are the photos of Paige’s neighboring “heritage homes”homes – see appendix 1A  

12. We conducted normal due diligence -valuation, building report and had an architect 

inspection as to the potential of adding an additional story to accommodate a potential 

master bedroom. It also included visiting the council to confirm requirement if we could 

build an additional story. Subject to meeting requisite setbacks and a building consent there 

was no impediment. This reflected the architect’s advice.  I asked the council officer if there 

was anything else we should be aware of. There was no mention of the heritage review that 

was being undertaken by the council at that time. I was aware that the council had 

undertaken several heritage reviews in 2005, 2010 and as recently as 2018 so was confident 

that any heritage homes would have already been included on the register. 

13. I note that one of the authors of the August 2022 Hutt City Council Heritage Inventory 

Report, Ian Bowman, by Chessa Stevens own submission (para 5a ) “had conducted multiple 



heritage inventory reviews for Hutt city council.” Why did Mr. Bowman miss these homes in 

his last 3 reviews? 

14. We completed DD and were successful at auction on 17/2/21 and settled the property 

10/3/21. 

15. Around oct/nov 2021 Paige engaged a preferred architect – Andrew Dobbs to prepare plans 

for a second story. He was unable to start work until the first half of 2022. This timeframe 

suited Paige. 

16. The council’s process has been inadequate. 

17. In November 2021 Paige received a letter from HCC (see attached Appendix 2) concerning a 

review of heritage and confirming that 25 Buick Street had “significant heritage value”. It 

also confirmed that the council “may restrict demolition and we may require permission 

before any modifications or additions” However, thankfully, council confirmed we could still 

paint our so-called heritage house!  

18. For the record this has been the only formal correspondence we have received from the 

council in respect of the proposed change in status to our home. 

19. The letter finished with the reassurance “NO FINAL DECISIONS ON PROTECTION WILL BE 

MADE UNTIL FULL AND FINAL PUBLIC CONSULTATION HAS BEEN COMPLETED AND THE NEW 

DISTRICT PLAN HAS BEEN FINALISED” the letter encouraged us to contact the writer if we 

had any questions – we did. 

20. I contacted HCC Benjamin Haddrell and arranged a meeting.  

21. We meet with Mr Haddrell and his heritage consultants WSP. Mr Haddrell was a nice chap 

but couldn’t provide any substantive feedback on the implications of heritage. He was 

simply there to gauge feedback. He wouldn’t confirm if the feedback was overly positive or 

negative. He also couldn’t confirm what the rules would be if heritage status was applied to 

our house in the event of us wanting to modify it. But said there was a process to go through 

and re stated that nothing would occur until the new district plan was finalised. In other 

words, existing planning rules would prevail.  

22. WSP wouldn’t tell me what other areas in the Hutt they had designated as Heritage. They 

pushed back at my suggestion that the Petone foreshore area was no more “heritage” than 

the rest of Petone. I used the analogy that if I blindfolded them and took them to a selection 

of other streets, they could easily apply their so-called heritage lens to those streets ie 

houses in those streets were largely similar to ours and why wasn’t the whole of Petone 

being afforded the protection of this heritage zone. They rejected that analogy. 

23. I also questioned the relevancy of the proposed Petone foreshore heritage area by dent of 

the fact that a subdivision had occurred in 1903 and 1904 – that rational could be claimed by 

virtually all Petone – but in of itself is not a heritage matter. Evidently the prolific recent 

subdivisions being created by Williams Corporation are potentially tomorrow’s heritage 

areas. I also expressed the view that a significant number of homes in the proposed area had 

either been modified, replaced, or were derelict. It would appear the few homeowners who 

tastefully refurbished to maintain the character of their homes were now being penalised 

for doing so.  

24. WSP rebutted my comments. The distinct impression was they were the experts and that 

was that. 



25. I again questioned when the community would be more fully consulted. Mr. Haddrell said 

there would be community consultation in 2022 prior to the draft of that plan being 

released in 2022. 

26. On that basis we continued with our plans for the addition of a second story in the 

knowledge that existing general residential rules would apply. See Appendix 3 

27. We were due to lodge building consents around August/September 2022 that fully complied 

with the existing town planning requirements and setbacks etc 

28. The community consultation never transpired. All that was provided was a virtual web portal 

where residents could lodge their submissions – that is not community consultation. I 

suspect most affected homeowners were blissfully ignorant of this web portal. We received 

no additional correspondence informing us of the opportunity to submit. It was only through 

a fortuitous facebook post from VHG we became aware of this portal.  

29. Then the bomb shell! On 18 August 2022 the council notified that the PC 56 would take 

effect immediately from that date until the district plan was finalized apparently late 2023 

early 2024. Effectively freezing our property in time. The sole relief to residents was to 

present to this panel in April 2023. That smacks of pre-determination by council and I submit 

that the council has not undertaken a proper, open, and full consultation, as promised. I 

submit that is what needed to be undertaken as the Petone zone will include some 200 

homes making it the largest heritage area in the Hutt valley.  It has placed undue stress and 

anxiety on my daughter due to the uncertainty as to what she can or cannot do with her 

home. She has spent over $10,000 of her hard-earned savings on architectural plans.  That is 

money now down the drain. That is an overreach by public officials imputing private 

property rights. 

30. The only public meeting was held by VHG on 29 August 2022.  I understand Council officers 

and their advisors were invited but refused to attend due to forthcoming council elections. 

The mayor and some councilors did attend but when questioned as to the lack of 

consultation simply said the independent review was our only option. 

31. Council officers continued to provide incorrect advice to our architect and us. Appendix 4  

a. On the 19/9 – council advised our architect - no heritage restrictions in place. 

b. 19/9 I questioned this advice from HCC specifically confirming a proposed increase 

in height. 

c. 23/9 Council again confirmed it was in a high-density residential zone. 

d. 27/9 redacted that advice and confirmed a RC was required as two stories will not 

comply with the value of a heritage zone 

32. These are not heritage homes. 

33. I understand that the council’s heritage consultant has relied upon wellington regional 

councils’ policy statement – that applies to properties with “significant heritage value”. 

34. I am also aware of statements made by the Hon David parker “I just want to dwell very 

quickly on that term “historic heritage” because that is defined in the RMA. The definition 

includes a contribution to the understanding of New Zealand’s history and culture. That’s a 

quite a high bar to reach – a nationally important historic measure.” 

35. Yes, it’s a high bar and the council should be slow to impose heritage on private homes for 

that reason.  



36. The council officers have stated in their submission as such – “as the majority of buildings 

are held in private ownership it is also necessary to balance protecting property rights and 

maintaining heritage values.” I agree with that statement. 

37. Further under amendment 27 © they seek to limit building heights and densities in areas 

that are identified as “having significant historic heritage value.” However, in this instance 

they haven’t eaten their own dog food.  

38. In my opinion the council has unduly lowered the significant heritage bar and have acted 

with undue haste. 

39. The HCC is not genuine in its endeavor to protect so called heritage given, by the council 

officers own admission, the proposed plan change will “restrict building height and density 

to the current level in newly identified heritage areas to protect their surroundings and 

context, but do not provide demolition controls as this is not a valid ISPP purpose.” 

40. What’s the purpose of creating a heritage area if all the homes can be replaced with new 

homes? Where is the so-called heritage area then? 

41. In in the April 25 2023 stuff article 

https://www.stuff.co.nz/national/wellington/131838430/council-using-tenuous-heritage-

homes-to-avoid-density-rules-residents-say?cid=app-iPhone 

Alison Geddes, director of environment and sustainability at the council, said the homes 

were included in the zones because they met the “strict requirements” for heritage. Ms 

Geddes clearly believes that heritage once recognized can then be knocked down. This is 

simply unheard of in any heritage designation. 

42. Heritage is at best a contentious issue when being applied to private homes. No demolition 

controls make a mockery of the term Heritage and exposes the council to what this is – a 

cynical use of the Heritage exemption under the new intensification rules. It seems to be 

more of a heritage solution looking to solve an intensification problem.  

43.  I suspect that if this commission allows these so-called Heritage areas to prevail the next 

district plan will reimpose demolition controls on these new heritage areas. 

44. In the meantime, ironically, once the true cost of owning a home in a heritage area is 

understood it is likely to push homeowners to demo and rebuild rather than refurbish or 

maintain the character of their existing home. 

45. Heritage classification for homes in the proposed Petone foreshore area will create a 

twilight zone not a heritage zone whereby owners have lost existing intensification rights 

afforded under the councils existing general residential rules - which would have allowed 

Paige to build a second story to accommodate another bedroom, and now neither the ability 

to expand the size of the home – we can’t go up or out. Effectively freezing in time, small 

homes cosigned to be an historical oddity not capable of meeting modern family 

requirements.  

46. The heritage process was rushed.  

47. Chessa stevens submission confirms the timeline for completing the heritage review as 

follows: September 2020 - April 2021 desk top review - 7 months. May – June 2021 site 

investigations- 2 months, June 2021 HCC given draft for review - a short 9-month period in 

total. Considering the recommendation is to include 300 + homes and 6 new heritage areas I 

submit this is a tight timeline considering by Chessa Stevens own submission (para 92) 

“Lower hutt is a large city”  in which to consider what merits “significant heritage” 

https://www.stuff.co.nz/national/wellington/131838430/council-using-tenuous-heritage-homes-to-avoid-density-rules-residents-say?cid=app-iPhone
https://www.stuff.co.nz/national/wellington/131838430/council-using-tenuous-heritage-homes-to-avoid-density-rules-residents-say?cid=app-iPhone


48. In chessa stevens submission she was at pains to protest the claim that her process was an 

incomplete heritage analysis. Responding in her submission she explained the process in 

clauses 5 – 27. 

49. In Clause 43 she attempts to provide some justification of the heritage value of the Petone 

foreshore area, but it mainly repeats the Wellington regional council’s policy 21 and contains 

no examples in support of her statements and assertions. 

50. Perversely then in clause 47-49 based on the submission of a Graeme Lyon and Laura Skilton  

Chessa Stevens recommends a further 80 homes to be added in Beach and Bay streets given 

they “are not substantially different to Queen, Buick and Bolton Streets”  This ironically was 

my argument to her at our first meeting back in November 2021 – and I would argue so is 

most of the Petone foreshore area.  Clearly these homes were hiding in plain sight. I suggest, 

despite the protestations of the authors, its systematic of a rushed and poorly prepared 

heritage report.  

51. Heritage is costly to owners.  

52. Insurance will be more costly and potentially problematic – see appendix 5 

53. Mr David Chow from ICIB confirms that all insures will apply an endorsement for heritage 

homes. 

54. Some will apply a higher premium. 

55. In higher risk areas ie EQ and tsunami prone, insurance cover may be difficult to obtain as a 

result of the additional risk of heritage 

56. If Heritage homeowners can get cover, they will bear a disproportionate cost (70/30) of any 

repairs that require compliance with Heritage requirements. 

57. In Summary  

58. The promised consultation by HCC did not occur and has been wholly inadequate. They did 

not keep their promise to do so, 

59. The homes in the Petone Foreshore heritage are not heritage and certainly do not meet the 

high bar of significant heritage value. Under the rules, homeowners will be able to demolish 

their ‘heritage’ houses, which is simply unheard of in any heritage designation. 

60. It’s not fair that Paige and her fellow homeowners in the proposed area pay with their house 

so the Council officers can satisfy themselves into having some pretense of control. 

If the Council didn’t like the intensification law, they should have followed Christchurch and 

rejected it from the outset. 

61. They didn’t, so they need to live with the consequences, rather than forcing over 200 

everyday Petone residents into heritage controls that have all the control and none of the 

heritage. 

62. Our neighborhood deserves better than a fabricated history imposed by the council. I urge 

the commissioners to reject the proposed fake heritage “” Petone foreshore heritage zone”” 

and allow us to get our lives and lively hoods back.  

63. Thank you.   

 

 

 








































































