
 

 

BEFORE GREY DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

IN THE MATTER  of the Resource Management Act 1991 
 

AND IN THE MATTER  of an application by The Ministry 
of Justice to demolish a Category 1 Heritage Building at 8 
Guinness Street known as the Greymouth Courthouse 
(#5016), Greymouth within the Commercial Environmental 
Area under the Grey District Plan.  
 
Also to demolish a Heritage Building known as the Greymouth 
Courthouse (HH68) and undertake earthworks, at 8 Guinness 
Street Greymouth within the Town Centre Zone under the 
Partially Operative Te Tai o Poutini Plan and disturb soil under 
the National Environmental Standards for Assessing and 
Managing Soil to Protect Human Health. 
 
RESOURCE CONSENTS:  LUN3463-25 and LUN3464-25 

 
  
DECISION OF COMMISSIONER APPOINTED BY GREY DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
Dated: 27 March 2026 
 
Commissioner: 
Ms Edith Bretherton 
 
1.0 APPLICATION DESCRIPTION 
1.1 The application from The Ministry of Justice, The Proprietors of Mawhera, prepared by 

Planz Consultants was lodged with Grey District Council (GDC) (Council) on 11 
December 2025. Supplementary cost estimates were provided to GDC 19 December 
2025.  

1.2 The applicant requested public notification. A public notice was issued 14 January 
2026. 

1.3 The submission period closed 14 February 2025, four submissions were received, one 
submitter wished to be heard.  

 
 
2.0 LAND USE PROPOSAL 
2.1 Resource consent is sought to demolish the Greymouth Courthouse building, at 8 

Guinness Street. The Greymouth Courthouse is a listed heritage building in both the 
operative Grey District Plan (GDP) and the Partially Operative Te Tai o Poutini Plan 
(TTPP). The Greymouth Courthouse is listed as a Category 1 heritage building on the 
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga list. 

2.2 The proposal details, assessments, correspondence, supplementary details and 
submissions referred to under the Application Description above are contained within 
the consent application files shared as part of this decision.   

 
 
3.0  SITE VISIT AND LOCAL ENVIRONMENT 
3.1 I undertook a site visit on 10 March 2026. The property was not entered, but the site 

and surrounding area viewed from the road.  
3.2 A description of the site and the surrounding area is included under the heading “The 

Site and Locality” on page 3 of the Planning Report on Publicly Notified Resource 
Consent Application of the application (dated 4 March 2026).   

3.3 In summary the following provides a broad overview of the site and local environment: 



 

 

a) the site in the central commercial area of Greymouth town and is one of few 
remaining heritage buildings 

b) the majority of the site is covered by the building 
c) there are safety fencing and notices  

 
 
4.0  DISTRICT PLANS  
4.1 The rule of the GDP, Operative March 2000) that is relevant to this application is as 

follows: 
 Commercial Environment Area (Zone), Policies and Rules 

Rule 26.1(iv) – listed heritage features – the demolition of a heritage feature is a 
discretionary activity.  

 
The proposal accordingly requires consent under the Grey District Plan as a 
discretionary activity. 
 

4.2 The site is zoned Town Centre Zone in the TTPP and is subject to the Sites of 
Significance to Māori (SASM 62 and 57) overlays, the Pounamu Management Overlay 
and is identified as Historic Heritage Site HH68. 

 
4.3 The proposal meets the permitted activity rules SASM R3 (building demolition in a Site 

of Significance to Māori), and SASM-R6 (earthworks in a Site of Significance to Māori) 
which had immediate legal effect upon notification of TTPP.  

 
4.4 The partially operative TTPP is progressing through the RMA schedule 1 process 

some provisions are now operative beyond those that had immediate legal effect upon 
notification.  

 
4.5 HH-R10 – the demolition and destruction of a historic heritage item is a non-complying 

activity. This rule requires consultation with Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga 
and has legal effect. This rule is subject to appeal.  

 EW-R7 – the proposal is not listed in EW-R2, the applicant has sought earthworks 
consent as a precaution under EW-R7. This rule has legal effect, and the earthworks 
provisions are also subject to appeal. 

 
The proposal accordingly requires consent under the proposed Te Tai o Poutini Plan 
as a non-complying activity.  
 

4.6 As detailed in the planning officers report consent is also required under Regulation 11 
of the National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in 
Soil to Protect Human Health as a discretionary activity, because soil disturbance is 
proposed and a PSI/DSI has not been done for the site. The NESCS is triggered 
because of the presence of asbestos in the building, which may possibly have 
contaminated the soil under the building. Because the building covers most of the land, 
it isn’t feasible to carry out a DSI prior to demolition. 
 
The overall activity status of the application is non-complying. 
 

 
5.0 NOTIFICATION AND SUBMISSIONS 

5.1 The application was publicly notified in accordance with section 95B of the Act on 14 
January 2026 with submissions closing on 14 February 2026.   

5.2  Notice was served on West Coast Regional Council, Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Waewae, 
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga and the Greymouth Heritage Trust. 



 

 

5.3 Four submissions were received for this application – all are neutral. summarised 
below.  

  Submitter 
Support/ 

Opposition 
Reasons/ Issues raised 

Wishes 
to be 
heard 

Mary Trayes Neutral Submission made on behalf 
of Dobson Heritage Park. 
Submitter requests that, 
during demolition, two of 
the building’s 
foundation/base course 
stones are put aside to 
allow them to be transferred 
to the Dobson Heritage 
Park. 

Yes 

Runanga Miners Hall 
Trust 

Neutral Submitter requests that 
conditions of consent allow 
recovery of heritage 
materials from the building. 

No 

Greymouth Heritage 
Trust 

Neutral Submitter requests that 
conditions of consent allow 
recovery of heritage 
materials from the building. 

No 

Heritage New Zealand 
Pouhere Taonga 

Neutral Submitter is not opposed to 
demolition. Submitter 
supports use of Ngāti 
Waewae Accidental 
Discovery Protocol, noting 
however an Archaeological 
Authority will be required. 

No 

 
5.4 Ms Trayes indicated she did wish to be heard on her submission form, however the 

issues raised have been resolved through the consent process she no longer wishes 
to be heard. 

5.5  In accordance with the GDC delegation manual the delegated decision-making 
authority of the GDC Chief Executive Officer was delegated to me as an Independent 
Hearings Commissioner 2nd March 2026.  

 
6.0 SECTION 104 OF THE RMA - ASSESSMENT OF APPLICATION 
 
6.1 Under section 104 of the RMA: 
 (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. 

 



 

 

6.2 As the application is for a Non-Complying Activity, section 104B of the RMA is 
relevant: 
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. 

 
6.3    Section 104D of the RMA applies to the proposal, therefore in order for consent to be     
         granted, the adverse effects of the activity on the environment must be minor, or the  
         application must not be contrary to the objectives and policies of a plan or proposed    
         plan. An overall assessment of the objectives and policies of the district plans is  
         required. 

 
Section 104(1)(a) - Actual and Potential Effects on the Environment 

 
Permitted Baseline 
6.4 Under section 104(2) of the RMA, when forming an opinion for the purposes of 

considering any actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing an activity, 
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.  This 
statutory baseline is known as the permitted baseline and it is a discretionary 
consideration rather than a mandatory one.  The baseline has been defined by case 
law as comprising the 'existing environment' and non-fanciful (credible) activities that 
would be permitted as of right by the plan.  

 
6.5 There is no permitted baseline relevant to this application as demolition or removal of a 

Heritage building listed in schedule 1 is not permitted under the operative GDP, nor is it 
permitted under the partially operative TTPP.   

 
Written Approvals 
6.6 The applicant has provided a written approval from the Proprietors of Mawhera 

Incorporation, which is the landowner of the site. The effects on the landowner have 
therefore been disregarded. 

   
Assessment 
6.7 The application and supporting information, site visit, a review of submissions received 

and a review of the GDP and TTPP provisions, and Ms McKenzies’ s.42a report have 
been considered in the following assessment of effects. 
 

Historic Heritage Values  
6.8    The principle adverse effect of the proposal is the loss of a historic heritage building. 
         The operative GDP contains assessment criteria for the evaluation of such proposals.  
 
6.9    a. The ability of the owner to manage and maintain the feature.  
         The applicant undertaken a structural assessment of the building, its assessed     
         structural condition (building capacity) is 15% of the New Building Standard (NBS). It is    
         not structurally sound and cannot be safely occupied in its current state. 
         The building is dilapidated and has been subject to vandalism.  
         The applicant has no use for the building, and no tenancy options, and therefore   
         cannot justify the maintenance and upkeep of the work, nor the repair and    
         strengthening needed.  

 
         The Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) indicates that due to the compromised state of     
         the majority of the building, façade retention would be a good heritage outcome.            



 

 

However, it also acknowledges that this requires a willing buyer, development and 
landowner, and despite the applicant’s efforts to sell the building at no cost, no 
purchaser has been forthcoming. 
 
Estimated costings have been provided: 
Retaining the historic façade of the building, and rebuilding behind - $5.26 million.  
Full rebuild of the site would be $4.38 million.  
Upgrading the heritage building to 100% NBS $8.83 million.  
 
The Ministry of Justice has no use for a new or upgraded building, because a new, fit 
for purpose courthouse has been constructed a block away from this building. The 
applicant therefore cannot justify carrying out the rebuild or upgrade work itself. 
Therefore, as noted in the heritage assessment, a new owner would be required to 
facilitate such an outcome, and this has not eventuated.  
 
Ms Mckenzie summarises that the applicant has limited ability to manage and 
maintain the heritage feature because it is surplus to their requirements and not able 
to be reused for the applicant’s purposes. 
 

6.10 b. The heritage significant of the feature.  
The HIA identifies that the Greymouth Courthouse building was built in 1912 on the 
site of a pre-1900s former courthouse building.  
 
It has historical and social significance as the place the law was administered from 
1876 until 2007. The building has architectural and aesthetic significance, reflecting 
the era in which it was constructed. The building has contextual significance because 
it is an important part of the streetscape of Guinness Street, however this streetscape 
has changed significantly in recent decades with the loss of the Post Office building, 
and more recently with the loss of the Revingtons Hotel.  
 
There may well be archaeological significance also, as the site has known pre-1900 
occupation. The building is a Category 1 heritage building on the Heritage New 
Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT) list. The heritage assessment indicates that 
substantial modifications have been made to the building, both interior and exterior, 
and vandalism, structural failure and moisture ingress have contributed to its 
degradation over time. The façade retains the bulk of its original form (with the upper 
parapet having been removed around the 1970s).  
 
The HIA states that the building beyond the façade is significantly compromised in 
terms of its heritage value because of the existing damage and modifications, and 
strengthening works required for the building would further compromise its value. 

 
6.11 d. Assessment of alternative uses and sources of funding for the continued 

maintenance of the feature.  
Ms McKenzie reports the Greymouth Courthouse building has a unique internal 
layout, which her opinion does not lend itself well to other uses. The applicant has 
sought approaches from developers who may have an interest in retaining the 
heritage building in some form, even offering the building for sale for $1. Without a 
prospective tenant or developer coming forward,  
Ms McKenzie is unaware of any funding streams available to the applicant to enable 
the continued maintenance of the feature, nor the redevelopment to the point that the 
building is able to be occupied. Further, none of the heritage organisations consulted 
with through the public notification process have identified funding sources.   

 
6.12 e. Whether the allowance of a six-month period to arrange for alternatives to the 

demolition of the building or feature is appropriate.  



 

 

 Ms McKenzie explains the proposed demolition of the former Greymouth Courthouse 
has been in the public awareness for some time now, and she does not consider that 
a further six-month period is likely to illicit any further proposals to tenant, purchase, 
strengthen or repair the building and therefore does not consider it appropriate to 
wait a further six months. I agree with this assessment.  

 
6.13  f. Any cultural or spiritual significance placed on the feature by the Tangata Whenua. 

Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Waewae were made aware of the application when it was first 
lodged and have also been served notice through the public notification process, and 
no concerns were raised.  

  It is acknowledged that the site is within an area known to have historic Māori 
occupation, however the feature itself does not appear to have significance. It is the 
land itself which carries the cultural significance for iwi and is identified in the Sites of 
Significance to Māori as part of Mawhera Pa and gardens.  
The issues associated with earthworks required to demolish the building will be 
addressed through the Archaeological Authority process the applicant will be 
required to go through prior to demolition. Notwithstanding this, the applicant has 
agreed to a condition of consent requiring the adoption of Te Rūnanga o Ngāti 
Waewae’s Accidental Discovery Protocol (ADP) at their request. HNZPT however 
have noted that with an archaeological authority in place, this will supersede the 
ADP. The archaeological authority process will include consultation with local iwi. 

 
6.14 h. Ability to retain the feature or parts of the feature in the proposed development or 

use, including moving the feature, where possible, on the site to accommodate the 
proposed use.  
The proposal is to demolish the building. Moving the building is not structurally 
feasible. While the HIA indicates a façade retention option would be preferred, this is 
demonstrated to be cost prohibitive without a willing buyer with a re-use proposal 
coming forward. While some heritage elements of the building may be able to be 
salvaged, these will not be for re-use on the site but may be able to be used in 
another heritage project. Local heritage groups the Greymouth Heritage Trust and 
Runanga Miners Hall Trust have submitted indicating their desire to salvage 
materials, and the applicant has volunteered a condition enabling this salvage to 
occur. 
 

6.15 i. Any immediate or cumulative effects of the loss, removal, alteration or addition to 
the feature on local or District-wide heritage with regard to the reasons for its listing 
being taken into account.  
The loss of one of the remaining heritage buildings in the Greymouth CBD will have 
an immediate and permanent effect on District-wide heritage.  
A combination of earthquake strengthening requirements and costs associated with 
bringing buildings up to code has resulted in demolitions over recent years.  
The loss of this building does have a cumulative effect on the recent loss of heritage 
in the Greymouth CBD in particular.  
 

6.16 j. Whether the consent of the Historic Places Trust (now HNZPT) is obtained. 
The applicant has not obtained the consent of HNZPT, however the applicant has 
consulted with the agency over time. HNZPT have submitted indicating that they are 
“not opposed” to the demolition, noting that the applicant has made attempts to retain 
the Courthouse by sale at $1 to any willing purchasers who would retain the building 
The result is a neutral, or non-opposition stance by HNZPT, on the basis that the 
applicant is unable to secure a tenant, and the costs of refurbishment would be 
significant. HNZPT state in their submission: “HNZPT does not oppose the 
application for the demolition of the Courthouse. Alternative options have been 
explored for strengthening, façade retention and the sale of the building, but it is 
evident that restoration concepts required to address the structural issues would be 



 

 

to an extent that significantly compromises any remaining heritage fabric, as 
assessed within the HIA. Efforts to sell the building (including listing for $1.00 NZD) 
and facade retention both fall short in acquiring interested buyers and re-
development proposals and are therefore unable to be progressed. It is disappointing 
that the building’s lack of use and maintenance since 2007 have now led to this 
unique circumstance where all options regrettably compromise the heritage item’s 
remaining tangible values. HNZPT recognises that without a willing proponent to 
retain the building in combination with a financially viable redevelopment or 
restoration plan, the Courthouse will continue to deteriorate, potentially to a point of 
complete structural failure. As such, HNZPT does not oppose this application, subject 
to the following recommendations being considered”. 
 
HNZPT seeks conditions of consent including:  
• Provision of a Demolition Management Plan (volunteered by the applicant)  
• Suggests amendments to the digital photographic record condition volunteered by 
the applicant to include reference to Sections 6.7 and 6.8 of HNZPT’’s recording 
guidelines.  
• Recommends a Salvage Plan to ensure heritage fabric is not lost through 
demolition where it can be salvaged. 
 
The acknowledgement of HNZPT that it is not financially viable to retain the building 
lends significant weight to the argument that the retention of the building is not 
feasible. 

 
6.17 (k) Where a feature is part of a group of similar features, any adverse effect on the 

integrity of the group in the vicinity shall be considered. 
The HIA states: “The main facade is an important part of the streetscape of Guiness 
St. It is the sole survivor of a number of Victorian & Edwardian buildings, including 
the former Post Office. Being one of the last remaining buildings of that era, and 
despite being a shadow of its original both in form and function, the facade is a 
reminder of how much of Greymouth’s town centre once appeared”. 
 
The Courthouse sits adjacent to another listed heritage building (category 2). Little 
detail is known about exactly when this building was constructed, however it is noted 
as likely to have occurred around the construction of the courthouse and has housed 
law firms since at least the 1940s. 
 
Ms McKenzie considers there is an adverse effect on the integrity of the remaining 
building, having lost its context associated with the courthouse next door. This effect 
is unavoidable. I agree with this opinion. 

 
6.18 l. Circumstances relating to a heritage item owned separately from the land.  

This assessment matter relates directly to the situation in the Greymouth CBD where 
the Proprietors of Mawhera are the landowners, but do not necessarily own the 
buildings on the land, which presents particular challenges to the financial viability of 
repairing heritage buildings.  
In this situation, the building owner has no further use for the building or the land. 
The building owner has been unable to sell or give away the building or tenant it. This 
provides some context to the continued deterioration of the building as there is no 
interest in occupying the building, or any need for the land by the existing owner who 
has moved its core business elsewhere, which means that maintenance and 
upgrading of the building is not viable. 

 
 
 
 



 

 

Contamination and Earthworks Effects  
6.19 The proposal requires consent under the NESCS, because of the presence of 

asbestos and the inability to test the soil until the demolition has occurred. The risk 
posed by the demolition itself is subject of different legislation. Due to the structural 
state of the building, it is not possible to undertake sampling to ascertain whether 
contaminates are present, or not.  

 
The applicant therefore has volunteered conditions relating to the management of 
potential contaminants in soil. Ms McKenzie accepts that these conditions generally 
will avoid risks to human health associated with the recontouring earthworks but does 
consider that specific mention of the asbestos risk should be made in the consent 
conditions if consent is granted. As such, Ms McKenzie has recommended some 
minor changes to the proposed conditions to reflect this. 

 
6.20 Earthworks have the potential to generate nuisance effects on surrounding 

landowners and occupiers. Earthworks are, however, necessary to remediate the site 
following the removal of the building and are an anticipated part of development and 
renewal of urban spaces. The applicant has proposed a Demolition Management 
Plan (DMP) which will set out methods for controlling noise, traffic safety, dust and 
sediment migration. 

 
6.21 Ms McKenzie considers that the proposed DMP and conditions relating to 

management of contaminated land will adequately mitigate any temporary effects 
associated with soil disturbance and earthworks on the site. I agree with this 
assessment.  

 
Summary of Effects 

6.22  The loss of the building will have a considerable adverse effect on heritage values. 
To mitigate this effect, the applicant has volunteered a suite of consent conditions to 
ensure that the building is documented, salvage of heritage materials is provided for, 
and that demolition occurs in a controlled manner. Adjustments to the volunteered 
conditions of consent have been made in response to the points raised in 
submissions. 

 
6.23  The other effects associated with the potential for asbestos being present in the soil 

can be adequately managed through appropriate conditions of consent. 
 
6.24  Earthwork effects similarly can be managed with the proposed DMP and potentially 

contaminated land can be appropriately managed through consent conditions.  
 

  In conclusion, Ms McKenzie considers that the proposal will have an adverse effect 
on heritage values, but that these adverse effects can be somewhat mitigated 
through conditions of consent.  

 
Other Matters 

6.25    Under the Building Act 2004 Subpart 6A – Special provisions for earthquake-prone     
           buildings Territorial Authorities must identify earthquake prone buildings within the     
           applicable timeframe. 

 
6.26    Council’s Dangerous and Insanitary Building Policy was first adopted 14 February    
           2011. It has been updated most recently in 2024. The principle of the GDC policy is      
           as follows: 

 
 “Grey District Council has noted that provisions of the Building Act 2004 in regard to 

dangerous, affected and insanitary buildings reflect the government’s broader concern with 
the health and life safety of the public in buildings. Grey District Council will not proactively 



 

 

inspect all buildings within the district but will make it a priority to quickly and efficiently 
respond to information received regarding potentially dangerous, affected or insanitary 
buildings to ascertain the extent of any issues. Grey District Council is committed to ensuring 
that Grey District is a safe and healthy place to live and work while also ensuring that the 
District continues to develop and thrive.  

 
 This policy supports the following outcomes from the Grey District Long Term Community 

Outcomes Plan:   
 Outcome Two – A thriving, resilient and innovative economy creating opportunities for growth 

and employment.   
 Outcome Five – A District that is a safe place to live.  
 
 Grey District Council has also noted that the development of a dangerous, affected and 

insanitary building policy is up to each territorial authority to determine and has responded 
accordingly.” 

 
6.27 The Council’s policy now excludes earthquake prone buildings which are covered separately 

under the Building Act 2004 since an amendment was made in 2017 to provide a nationally 
consistent framework for managing earthquake prone buildings. This new framework requires 
buildings to be assessed for seismic rating if deemed potentially earthquake prone. It was 
through this process that the seismic assessment was undertaken in 2019 and determined to 
be as low as 15% of New Building Standard. 

 
6.28 On 4 December 2024, the applicant received a Section 124(2)(c) Building Notice which 

deemed the building as Dangerous and Insanitary, with actions required to remedy this, 
including demolition of the building before 26 April 2026. 

 
6.29 It is important context to understand that there is a direct conflict between providing for the 

health, safety and wellbeing of the community, and the retention of historic heritage, where 
there are major health and safety risks posed by these buildings. Where previously Councils 
did not push heritage owners to address the health and safety risks of these buildings to 
prevent demolition, the Canterbury earthquakes demonstrated the real and significant risk to 
life and property that these buildings can pose when not strengthened to an adequate 
standard.  

 
Section 104(1)(b) - Relevant provisions of standards, policies and plans 
West Coast Regional Policy Statement 2020 (RPS) 
 
6.30 The operative West Coast RPS post-dates the operative GDP and predates the partially 

operative TTPP. The RPS is the highest order operative planning document for the region 
and as such should be given significant weight.  

 
6.31 Section 3 Poutini Ngāi Tahu and the Management of Natural Resources Objectives and 

Policies applicable to the application are considered to be: 
 
Objective 3.2 Recognise and provide for the relationship of Poutini Ngāi Tahu and their 

culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, wāhi tapu, and other 
taonga within the West Coast Region. 

 
 Policy 1. Acting cooperatively and in good faith, the Regional and District Councils will 

continue to provide opportunities for active involvement of tangata whenua in resource 
management processes under the RMA.  

 Policy 2. In consultation with Poutini Ngāi Tahu, provide for the protection of ancestral land, 
wāhi tapu, water, sites, and other taonga from the adverse effects of activities, in a manner 
which is consistent with the purpose of the RMA.  



 

 

 Policy 3. The special relationship that Poutini Ngāi Tahu have with te taiao (the environment), 
and their economic, cultural, and spiritual values, including their role as kaitiaki, will be given 
particular consideration in resource management decisions and practices. 

 
6.32 The site has been identified as a site of significance to Māori. The building itself is not 

significant, but the land underneath it is. The excavation to remove foundations will be largely 
addressed through the Archaeological Authority process.  

 
 The proposal is within the rohe of Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Waewae who were notified of the 

application, and whom written approval was required to meet permitted activity standards in 
TTPP. Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Waewae have requested that their Accidental Discovery Protocol 
be used and the applicant has offered this as a condition of consent.  

 
The proposal is considered to be consistent with these objectives and policies.  

 
6.33 Section 4 Resilient and Sustainable Communities Objectives and Policies applicable to the 

application are considered to be: 
 
Objective 4.1. To enable sustainable and resilient communities on the West Coast. 
 
Objective 4.2. This region’s planning framework enables existing and new economic use, 

development and employment opportunities while ensuring sustainable 
environmental outcomes are achieved. 

Objective 4.3 To ensure that the West Coast has physical environments that effectively 
integrate subdivision, use and development with the natural environment, and 
which have a sense of place, identity and a range of lifestyle and employment 
options. 

Objective 4.4 The significant values of historic heritage are appropriately managed to 
contribute to the economic, social and cultural wellbeing of the West Coast. 

Policy 4.1. To sustainably manage the West Coast’s natural and physical resources in a 
way that enables a range of existing and new economic activities to occur, 
including activities likely to provide substantial employment that benefits the 
long term sustainability of the region’s communities. 

Policy 4.5  Promote the sustainable management of historic heritage, through: a) 
Identification of significant values associated with historic heritage; b) 
Ensuring that subdivision, use and development does not detract from the 
significant values of historic heritage; and c) Encouraging the adaptive reuse 
of historic heritage where appropriate and practicable. 

Section 4 Resilient and Sustainable Communities Objectives and Policies seek to enable 
sustainable and resilient communities and provide for economic development. Demolishing a 
hazard-prone building and enabling redevelopment of the site in future will achieve this goal. 
In addition, these objectives and policies seek to manage the significant values of historic 
heritage and encourage the adaptive reuse of historic heritage where appropriate and 
practicable. The information supplied by the applicant and the assessment undertaken by 
Ms McKenzie demonstrate that it is not practicable to re-use this building given its 
dilapidated state and the significant cost of strengthening and repair.  

The proposal is considered to be consistent with these objectives and policies.  

 

 



 

 

Natural Hazards 

Objective 11.1 . The risks and impacts of natural hazard events on people, communities, 
property, infrastructure and our regional economy are avoided or minimised. 

6.34 While the Natural Hazards chapter seeks to avoid or minimise the risks of natural 
hazards on people, communities, property, the policies are focused on new 
development and use in hazard prone areas. The removal of a hazard-prone building 
will, however, reduce the earthquake hazard risk in the Greymouth CBD area posed 
by unsafe buildings and is consistent with Objective 11.1. 

6.35  Overall, the activity is not considered to be contrary to the RPS objectives and policies 
for the reasons outlined above.  

  Ms Mckenzie is of the opinion that this proposal, if conditioned appropriately, is not 
contrary to the West Coast RPS. I agree with this opinion.  

 
Grey District Plan (Operative 2005)  

 
6.36 The relevant Objectives and Policies of the District Plan are noted in the table and then 

assessed further below. The site is zoned “Commercial Environment Area”. In 
considering the Objectives and Policies of the District Plan, I note that an overall 
judgement is required in that each individual provision is not required to be satisfied, 
but a balance is achieved, nonetheless. 

 
Chapter/Section Objectives Policies  

Section 9 Natural Hazards 9.3.1  

Section 10 Tangata Whenua 10.5.3 10.5.2 10.6.5 

Section 14 Heritage  14.3.1 14.4.4 

Section 20 Commercial and Industrial Environmental 

Area 

20.3.1  

 
6.37 The natural hazard policies focus on new land use in hazard prone areas. However, the 

demolition of an earthquake prone building in the Greymouth CBD will reduce the risk 
to people from natural hazards, and is therefore consistent with Objective 9.3.1  

 
6.38 The site is identified in partially operative TTPP as a Site of Significance to Māori. 

(SASM 57 Mawhera gardens, part of the Mawhera Pa and SASM 62 (Mawhera Native 
reserve, also part of Mawhera Pa) highlighting the long strong history of tangata 
whenua in Central Greymouth.  

 
 The GDP seeks through Objective 10.5.4 and policy 10.6.5 to work with tangata 

whenua in resource consent decisions and the Council has done so through advising 
Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Waewae of the application in the first instance and servicing notice 
of the application at the time of public notification. As noted above, the request of Te 
Rūnanga o Ngāti Waewae has been addressed through a volunteered condition of 
consent.   

 



 

 

6.39 The objectives and policies are contained in the Heritage Chapter of the GDP also 
require careful consideration. Objective 14.3.1 seeks to recognise and protect heritage 
buildings. It is not possible to achieve consistency with this objective when seeking to 
demolish a heritage building. Policy 14.4.4 sets out the circumstances under which the 
demolition of heritage items may occur. This requires the applicant to demonstrate: 

 
 A) the item is in a state of disrepair and the costs to repair are significantly greater than 

other development alternatives on site.  
         B) any alteration will not detract from its heritage value.  
        C) relocation of the item is able to be accommodated without having a significant     
        adverse effect.  
        D) practical utilisation of the item is not possible.  
        E) regard has been had to cultural and spiritual significance of Tangata Whenua.  
        F) circumstances exist where the heritage item and land it is sited on is in different        
        ownership and following investigation into practical options for the retention of the  
        heritage item, it is unreasonable for the building to remain.  
 

Part A. The Greymouth Courthouse is clearly in a dilapidated state, and the applicant 
has demonstrated that the costs to fully repair or retain just the façade are 
significantly greater than a rebuild. This part of the objective is met. 

Parts B and C are not relevant because they do not involve relocation or alteration.  

Part D. The building in its current state is subject to a dangerous and insanitary 
building notice, and is not fit for any form of occupation, so practical utilisation of the 
item is not possible without substantial repair and strengthening work being 
undertaken. This part of the objective is met. 

Part E. The site (not the feature) is recognised as being culturally significant to 
tangata whenua due to historic occupation of the area. The effects of the ground 
disturbance could be addressed through the Archaeological Authority which will be 
required by HNZPT as well as offering an Accidental Discovery Protocol condition. 
This part of the objective is met. 

Part F. As discussed earlier and detailed by Ms McKenzie, the GDP makes specific 
reference to the Greymouth CBD where land ownership is often different to building 
ownership, which provides particular complexities and challenges to managing 
heritage buildings. Options for the retention of the building have been extensively 
canvassed over a protracted period of time, and none have been identified. Ms 
McKenzie considers it unreasonable to require the retention of the building. I agree 
with her opinion. This part of the objective is met. 

 

6.40 The Commercial and Industrial Environmental Area objective 20.3.1 is also relevant. 

Objective 20.3.1 The efficient use of commercial and industrial areas including 
the port area, to serve the needs of the District in a manner that maintains a standard 
of amenity appropriate to the area and which will not compromise the amenity of 
adjoining areas. 

The dilapidated state of the building is detracting from the amenity of the surrounding 
area. Ms McKenzie is of the view that, demolition of the building will improve the 
overall amenity of the surrounding commercial area and enable new development 
which will further enhance the amenity of the area. I agree with her opinion.  

The proposal is consistent with this objective.  

 

 



 

 

Overall Judgement 

6.41    Overall, the proposal is considered to be consistent with the objectives and policies  

           of the Grey District Plan, particularly noting that while the plan seeks to protect      

           historic heritage, it recognises some circumstances in which demolition is an  

           acceptable outcome. 

 
 
Partially Operative Te Tai o Poutini Plan (TTPP) 
I note my role in the drafting of the Historic Heritage and Natural Hazards provisions for the 
proposed TTPP.  

 
6.42 Decisions have been released for TTPP. The appeals period has closed, and resolution  
        of those appeals may take some time. Some of the relevant provisions are under      
        appeal. Careful consideration of the weight of the various provisions is required.  

 
  The relevant objectives and policies are: 

Chapter/Section Objectives Policies  

Contaminated Land CL-O1 CL-P1, CL-P2, 

CL-P3 

HH – Historic Heritage – Ngā Tuku Ihotanga.  HH-O1, HH-O4 HH-P7 (under 

appeal) 

SASM – Sites and Areas of Significance to Māori – 

Ngā Wāhi Tāpua ki te Māori.  

SASM-O1, SASM-

O3 

SASM-P7 (under 

appeal), SASM-

P12 (under 

appeal), 

Commercial and Mixed Use Zones CMUZ-O1, CMUZ-

O3, CMUZ-O4 

CMUZ-P1, 

CMUZ-P15 

 
 6.43 TTPP seeks to protect historic heritage on the West Coast. HH O4 requires that 

demolition only occurs in limited circumstances, set out in HH-P7. HH-P7 is subject to 
appeal.  

 HH-P7 provides a pathway for demolition subject to meeting certain criteria. These are: 
 a. The extent of the work required to retain the heritage items is of such a scale that the 

heritage values and integrity of the heritage item would be significantly compromised;  
 b. The item poses a significant risk to public safety and there is no practicable alternative to 

make the site safe;  
 c. The costs to retain or repair the heritage item would be unreasonable;   
 d. All other viable alternatives, including relocation and repositioning, have been fully 

considered. 
  
 Part a. The HIA confirms that strengthening proposals for 34% and 67% of NBS would 

require a level of structural intervention that would further diminish the already compromised 
heritage values and remaining fabric of the interior spaces. The heritage expert states: “my 
observation is that the bulk of the building behind the street facade, both interior and exterior 



 

 

has been compromised whether by modern alteration, intruder vandalism, structural failure 
and moisture ingress. The WSP strengthening proposals further compound this to the point 
that together the current condition and strengthening proposals would significantly 
compromise the remaining heritage fabric of that section of the building.” 

 Part b. The building remains under a Dangerous and Insanitary Building Notice, and it is not 
safe to occupy. There are risks both to pedestrians and road users from the unreinforced 
façade, requiring security fencing to provide some reduction in risk by bringing attention to it, 
but it does not reduce the risk, nor is it a practical long term option. There is also risk to an 
adjacent transformer faced by a severely compromised exterior wall. 

 Parts c and d. The applicant has demonstrated that the costs to retain and repair the building 
are significant and are unreasonable in the circumstances. The applicant has no use for the 
building. The applicant has attempted to sell or give away the building, looked at a façade 
retention option, and relocation and repositioning are not viable. 

 
 The applicant has volunteered conditions of consent aimed at mitigating the heritage loss 

through photographic recording, enabling salvage/protection of heritage materials for reuse in 
other projects and appropriate demolition management. Ms McKenzie considers this goes 
some way towards consistency with HH-O1. I agree with this opinion.  

 
 In Ms McKenzies’ view, the TTPP objectives and policies seek to protect historic heritage and 

avoid demolition and destruction except in circumstances where it is not viable to retain the 
historic heritage. The applicant has demonstrated that the criteria in HH-P7 have been met. 
As such her view is that the proposed demolition is generally consistent with the Historic 
Heritage objectives and policies. I agree with this opinion.  

 
6.44 The TTPP seeks to protect Sites of Significance to Māori from inappropriate development. 

The Plan sets out objectives and policies, which are achieved through rules. SASM-P13 
specifical seeks to enable demolition of existing buildings and structures. In this instance, the 
proposal meets permitted activity rules for demolition and earthworks, an ADP condition is 
offered and therefore is considered by Ms McKenzie to be consistent with these objectives 
and policies. I agree with this opinion.  

 
6.45 The proposal also involves soil disturbance within a HAIL site due to the presence of 

asbestos. The objectives and policies in the TTPP relating to contaminated land seek to 
manage or remediate land to avoid risks to human health. The volunteered conditions of 
consent require the involvement of a suitably qualified environmental practitioner at the time 
of demolition, to ensure that the demolition and associated soil disturbance is managed to 
avoid risks to human health. The proposal is considered by Ms McKenzie to be consistent 
with these objectives and policies. I agree with this opinion.  

 
6.46 The objectives and policies for the Commercial and Mixed Use Zones seek to support 

commercial activities, achieve a high-quality built environment and provide for 
redevelopment. While CMUZ-P15 makes reference to maintaining historic features the 
direction of the zone is to be enabling of development and the proposal to demolish and 
make the site ready for future redevelopment is consistent with these objectives and policies.  

 
 Ms McKenzie is of the opinion, the objectives are not achieved by strictly adhering to CMUZ-

P15 and requiring the retention of historic heritage when it involves a fenced off, dilapidated 
building which is detracting from the character of the surrounding commercial environment. I 
agree with this opinion, the feature strongly contrasts and distracts from the Pounamu 
Pathway building for instance.  

 
 Overall, the proposal is considered to be consistent with the objectives and policies of the 

TTPP. 
 



 

 

6.47 For completeness, Ms McKenzie notes that the submission from HNZPT considers that there 
are inconsistencies with the GDP, and that the proposal is contrary to the objectives and 
policies in the TTPP. Ms McKenzie disagrees with this position. She details that while both 
plans seek to protect historic heritage, both plans also clearly provide a policy pathway for 
demolition where it has been demonstrated as not being viable to retain. The TTPP decisions 
version differs from the notified version. Where HH-O4 in the notified version explicitly sought 
to not allow demolition, the decisions version allows for demolition in limited circumstances, 
which the applicant has met. I agree with Ms McKenzies opinion, the decisions version of the 
provisions does provide a demolition pathway in particular circumstances where robust 
assessment of options have been undertaken and it is not viable to retain the feature.  

 
Overall Judgement 

 Overall, the proposal is considered to be consistent with the objectives and policies of TTPP. 
 
SECTION 104D ASSESSMENT  
6.48 As a non-complying activity, the proposal must pass through one of two gateways in section 

104D of the RMA.  
 
 The proposal has been assessed as having a more than minor effect on historic heritage. 

The proposed demolition is a permanent loss of heritage feature which will have a major 
adverse effect. The proposed conditions provide some mitigation through the salvaging of 
materials where possible, and a photographic record.  

 
 The proposal cannot meet section 104D(1)(a), which the applicant accepts in the AEE. Ms 

McKenzie assessment is consistent with this. I agree with these assessments.  
 
6.49 The proposal must therefore not be contrary to the objectives and policies of a plan or a 

proposed plan to pass through the s.104D gateway. A broad overall assessment is required 
to make this judgement.  

 
 Ms McKenzie has provided detailed consideration of the objectives and policies from the 

operative GDP, and the partially operative TTPP. Both plans have clear direction to protect 
historic heritage from demolition and destruction they do also provide a pathway for specific 
circumstances where it may occur. Ms McKenzie is of the view that the demolition of the 
Greymouth Courthouse building is not contrary to the objectives and policies of either plan. I 
agree with her opinion and am satisfied that the proposal meets section 104D(1)(b) of the 
RMA and passes through the gateway. 
 

 Part 2 Matters 
6.50 Case law has confirmed that it is appropriate to consider Part 2 of the RMA when assessing 

an application for resource consent, however a Part 2 assessment may not add value where 
the plan: • contains a coherent and comprehensive set of policies designed to achieve clear 
environmental outcomes; and • has been competently prepared, with appropriate regard to 
the provisions of Part 2. 

  
 The GDP and TTPP have comprehensive historic heritage provisions, giving effect to Section 

6(f) of the RMA. 
 
6.51 The purpose of the RMA is to promote the sustainable management of the natural and 

physical resources. The definition of sustainable management, found in Section 5 of the 
RMA, is: “managing the use, development and protection of natural and physical resources in 
a way or at a rate which enables people and communities to provide for their social, 
economic and cultural well being and for their health and safety while: (a) Sustaining the 
potential of natural and physical resources (excluding minerals) to meet the reasonably 
foreseeable needs of future generations: and (b) Safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of 



 

 

air, water, soil and ecosystems: and (c) Avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effect 
of activities on the environment 

 
 It is noted that a core part of the purpose of the RMA is to provide for the health and safety of 

people and communities. The current dilapidated and dangerous state of the building puts 
people and communities at risk, and the proposal will remove this risk in relation to the 
application site. Subject to the imposition of conditions which provide mitigation for the 
adverse effects on heritage values, I consider the proposal overall to be consistent with the 
purpose of the RMA. 

 
6.52 Section 6 lists matters that are considered to be of National Importance, which must be 

recognised and provided for. The protection of historic heritage (Section 6(f)) is one of these 
matters. As outlined by the heritage professional engaged by the applicant, and HNZPT, 
there are some ways in which the heritage impacts can be mitigated, through recommended 
conditions of consent. Subject to including these conditions, including requiring a 
comprehensive record of the building, I consider the proposed demolition provides some 
protection of historic heritage, albeit not in a built form.   

 
6.53 Section 7 states other matters that the Consent Authority shall have regard to. Of relevance 

to this proposal are: • 7(b) the efficient use and development of natural and physical 
resources; • 7(c) the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values; • 7(f) maintenance 
and enhancement of the quality of the environment. 

 
6.54 With regard to section 7(b), land is an important physical resource. The applicant is unable to 

efficiently use this land while the building remains in place and in its current state. The 
proposed demolition will allow reuse of the land which in my view is an efficient use of the 
land resource. 

 
6.55 Section 7(c) refers to the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values. The current 

state of the building is significantly detracting from the amenity values of the surrounding 
area, and it is my view that the demolition of the building will enhance the amenity values of 
the surrounding environment. 

 
6.56 Section 7(f) refers to maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment. I 

consider providing for health and safety also forms part of the consideration of the ‘quality’ of 
an environment and an unusable or unsafe building detracts, rather than adds to the quality 
of the environment. In this way, the demolition of the unsafe building allows for the 
enhancement of the quality of the environment. 

 
6.57 In considering this application, I have had regard to section 7 of the RMA, and do not 

consider the proposal to be contrary to this section. 
 
6.58 This proposal does not require any specific consideration in terms of the principles of the 

Treaty of Waitangi (Section 8 of the Act), but an accidental discovery protocol has been 
requested by Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Waewae and this has been volunteered by the applicant. 

 
6.59 For the reasons set out in this report I consider the application in its current form, including 

the proposed amendments made through further information and by the applicant in 
response to submissions, will not be inconsistent with the relevant matters in Part 2 of the 
RMA, and overall will achieve the purpose of the RMA. 

 
 



 

 

7. DECISION 
   7.1 I have read the application, supplementary information, submissions and the s.42A 

Planning Report from Ms McKenzie. 
 

   7.2 Ms McKenzie has assessed the matters under s.104 and s.104B of the Act, I agree 
with her assessment of these matters and conclusions that a balance must be struck 
between competing considerations, and what is “reasonable” in this application:   

 
 The importance of retaining the buildings, which are important heritage items in terms 

of Greymouth’s character, streetscape, cultural history and amenity;  
 The issue of cost and practicality associated with the strengthening required to bring 

the buildings up to current seismic standards;  
 The long term retention of unoccupied heritage buildings without ongoing 

maintenance creating a similar adverse environmental effect in terms of public health 
and safety, amenity, and demolition by neglect. 

 
7.3 The demolition of the building will have more than a minor effect in terms of the loss of 

heritage values and consequently will create adverse effects on the environment 
 
 I agree with Ms McKenzies’ opinion that, subject to the imposition of the conditions 

any adverse effects of the proposal can be adequately avoided or mitigated in the 
particular circumstances presented by this application.  

 
 The proposal is considered to not be contrary to Part II of the RMAor the objectives 

and policies of both the GDP and the TTPP and therefore passes the section 104D 
gateway test for non-complying activities. 

 
7.4 It is my decision to grant the Resource Consent application LUN3463_25 and   

LUN3275_25 Ministry of Justice subject to the following conditions.  
 
 These conditions are informed by Ms McKenzies’ s.42a report appendix 2, pages 60-

68. I acknowledge the consultative and collaborative effort undertaken to provide 
these.  

 
 

 
 
 
Edith Bretherton 
Independent Hearings Commissioner 
 
27 March 2026



 

 

LAND USE CONSENT LUN3463_25 and LUN3464_25 – SCHEDULE OF CONDITIONS  
 
Pursuant to sections 108 and 104B of the Resource Management Act 1991 this resource consent is 
subject to the following conditions: 
 
General 

1. The activity shall be undertaken in general accordance with the application received by the 
Grey District Council on 15 December 2025, and further information submitted 19 December 
2025 and 12 January 2026 along with the papers held on the Council’s Resource Consent file 
LUN3463/25 and LUN3464/25. 
 

2. Certified works under this consent must be undertaken in accordance with the certified 
information, plans and methodologies. 

Heritage 

3. A comprehensive digital photographic record of the affected areas of the former Courthouse 
and its setting must be made by the Consent Holder’s Heritage Professional before, during, 
and after the completion of the works. The record must be lodged with the Grey District 
Council for their records within three months of the completion of the demolition. The intention 
of the digital photographic condition is to secure a reasonable record of the demolition works. 
The same digital device positions should be used for all image sets where practicable 
(recognising that access and safety constraints may limit exact replication) before, during and 
after the works to enable comparison. They must be labelled with the location, date and 
photographer’s name, and submitted with a plan showing photograph locations. Images must 
be at least 1440 pixels by 960 pixels to enable for a 4''x 6'' photographic print at a minimum 
resolution of 240 PPI. Images can be taken with a good quality camera, phone or tablet. 
Images should be submitted to the Council’s contact electronically, either by email (noting that 
Council’s email data transfer limit is 20MB per email), or via a file transfer website such as 
wetransfer.com or dropbox.com to planning@greydc.govt.nz using the resource consent 
number LUN3463/25 and LUN3464/25 as the reference and advise what condition it relates 
to. 
 
Advice note:  
The Consent Holder is encouraged to review Sections 6.7 and 6.8 of Heritage New Zealand 
Pouhere Taonga’s “Investigation and recording of buildings and standing structures” which 
sets out the expected standard for photographic archival recording of heritage buildings.   
 

4. If considered practicable by the Consent Holder’s Heritage Professional, pieces of the base 
stone shall be offered to the Dobson Heritage Park. 
 

5. Prior to the letting of the contract for demolition, the Consent Holder shall submit to the 
Council’s Regulatory Manager for certification, a list of those features and materials from the 
Former Greymouth Courthouse that the Consent Holder’s Heritage Professional considers 
reasonably capable of safe removal and reuse, having regard to structural condition, access 
constraints, and health and safety considerations. The list shall be developed following 
consultation with representatives of the Runanga Miners Hall Trust, Dobson Heritage Park 
and the Greymouth Heritage Trust for the purpose of identifying items of genuine interest, and 
evidence of this consultation shall be provided. The purpose of this documentation is to 
demonstrate that reasonable and practicable opportunities for salvage of heritage features 
and materials have been explored and maximised to the extent appropriate, without obligating 
the Consent Holder to make available items that cannot be safely removed, are unsafe for 
reuse, or for which no reasonable interest exists. 
 
Advice note:  
The features and materials referred to in the condition above, may include, but are not limited 
to, the foundation stone, base course stones, internal doors, and timber trim. 
 



 

 

6. The Consent Holder shall ensure that a reasonable time period for salvage of the identified 
materials is provided (generally expected to be in the order of 10–15 working days but having 
regard to the demolition programme, site safety requirements, and the practicality of removing 
the identified materials) to the interested parties, and that reasonable access to the building is 
provided to the extent that access can be safely granted in accordance with the direction of a 
Chartered Professional Engineer or the PCBU’s Health and Safety Manager to enable 
salvage to occur.   
 

7. If access is reasonably withheld to all or part of the building and this prevents salvage of 
heritage features or materials, the Consent Holder shall notify the interested parties and 
submit the reasons why access was withheld to planning@greydc.govt.nz using the resource 
consent number LUN3463/25 and LUN3464/25 as the reference and advise what condition it 
relates to. 
 
Advice note:  
The Greymouth Courthouse Building is subject to a “Dangerous and Insanitary Building 
Notice under section 124(2)(c) of the Building Act, and the health and safety risks posed by 
entering the building may make providing access to some heritage features unreasonable.   
 

8. At the completion of the salvage period, and prior to or as demolition commences on those 
parts of the building necessary to enable access to salvageable items, the Consent Holder 
shall provide a short report, outlining the steps which were taken to enable salvage of 
heritage features and materials, including any items that can only be accessed and salvaged 
during the course of demolition, to demonstrate compliance with Conditions 4-7 above to 
planning@greydc.govt.nz using the resource consent number LUN3463/25 and LUN3464/25 
as the reference and advise what condition it relates to. 

Demolition 

9. Prior to demolition of any of the existing buildings commencing, the Consent Holder shall 
provide to Council a Demolition Management Plan (DMP) for certification that it provides 
suitable measures to avoid or mitigate the effects of demolition activities. The DMP shall 
include: 

o Preparation of a de-construction plan, and undertaking demolition in accordance with 
the directions of a structural engineer to avoid collapse of weakened structures and 
damage to any adjacent structures including the listed heritage building #5059 at 24-
26 Guinness Street, and ensure demolition occurs safely. 

o Confirmation of approved disposal sites for waste, including contaminated soils. 
o Preparing and implementing a Site Specific Safety Management Plan to ensure 

hazards are managed. 
o Preparing and implementing a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) outlining how vehicle 

and pedestrian movements will be controlled to keep the public safe. 
o Preparing and implementing a Demolition Noise and Vibration Management Plan 

(DNVMP) outlining how noise and vibration nuisance will be mitigated during 
demolition activities. 

o Controlling noise by restricting use of machinery to between 7.30am – 6.00pm, and 
truck movements between 7.30am – 5.00pm Monday to Saturday, and avoiding 
works on Sundays and public holidays except in cases of operational necessity. 

o Controlling dust by way of applying water to working faces during demolition, ceasing 
activities during high winds, and dampening truckloads of demolition material. 

o Installing sediment control such as fencing, bunds to prevent sediment entering the 
stormwater system, and ensuring trucks are clean of material to ensure debris are not 
carted onto roads. 

 
10. The Demolition Management Plan certified by the Council under condition 9 above, shall be 

implemented for the duration of the demolition activity occurring on the site. 
 

Contaminated Soil 



 

 

11. The Council shall be notified at least ten working days prior to the commencement of 
earthworks. The notification shall be emailed to planning@greydc.govt.nz using the resource 
consent number LUN3463/25 and LUN3464/25 as the reference and advise what condition it 
relates to. 
 

12. A Site Management Plan (SMP) shall be prepared by a Suitably Qualified and Experienced 
Practitioner and provided to Grey District Council for approval by way of e-mail to 
planning@greydc.govt.nz no later than 10 working days prior to the commencement of the 
earthworks.  The SMP shall include measures designed to address the risk posed to human 
health by the potential presence of asbestos in the soil, including an appropriate level of 
investigation once the building has been demolished and access to the underlying soils is 
provided.   
 

13. In the event of contamination discovery e.g. asbestos detection, visible staining, odours 
and/or other conditions that indicate soil contamination, then work must cease until a Suitably 
Qualified and Experienced Practitioner (SQEP) has assessed the matter and advised of the 
appropriate remediation and/or disposal options for these soils. Any measures to remediate or 
manage the discovered contamination may require a resource consent under the NES. 
 

14. All contaminated soils removed from the site will not be suitable to be disposed of at a cleanfill 
facility and must be disposed of at a facility whose waste acceptance criteria permit the 
disposal. 
 

15. The Consent Holder shall submit evidence (i.e. weighbridge receipts or waste manifest) of the 
disposal of surplus soils from the site to an authorised facility to the Council, by way of email 
to planning@greydc.govt.nz using the resource consent number LUN3463/25 and 
LUN3464/25 as the reference and advise what condition it relates to, no later than 20 working 
days following this disposal. 
 

16. Accidental Discovery Protocol 
Should archaeological material or sites be discovered during the course of work on the site, 
the Consent Holder shall follow Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Waewae’s Archaeological Site 
Accidental Discovery Protocol, which is attached to this consent and marked ‘B’. 



 

 

 
 
 



 

 



 

 

 
 



 

 



 

Appendix A – s42a Council Planning officers report and appendices 
 
 
 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 



 

 


