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LEGAL SUBMISSIONS FOR HEARING STREAM TWO  

1. The Trustees of the Eldin Family Trust own a residential dwelling at 9 Selwyn 

Terrace, Thorndon.  

2. The proposed district plan (PDP) as notified adds Selwyn Terrace, Thorndon, 

to the City Centre Zone. This is a shift from the operative district plan, which 

has Selwyn Terrace as Inner Residential and subject to a demolition control 

for pre-1930 buildings.  

3. The Trustees have lodged a submission opposing the proposed zoning for 

Selwyn Terrace. The relief sought by the Trustees is that:  

(a) Selwyn Terrace is not included in the City Centre Zone; 

(b) Selwyn Terrace is instead included in the Medium Density 

Residential Zone; 

(c) Selwyn Terrace is included in a character precinct;  

(d) As an alternative to the above, that the proposed minimum and 

maximum heights for Selwyn Terrace are replaced with a maximum 

height control of three storeys (11 metres); and  

(e) Viewshafts VS1 and VS4 in the notified PDP are retained, with minor 

wording amendments, and a further viewshaft is added from the 

intersection of Bunny Street and Waterloo Quay.  

4. These legal submissions explain the Trustees’ position further and in light of the 

expert evidence they have submitted from Benjamin Lamason, a landscape 

and architectural visualiser.  

5. The Trustees wish to record that a number of other Selwyn Terrace residents 

have indicated their support for this submission, specifically the residents of 11 

Selwyn Terrace (Sally Edmonds), 15 Selwyn Terrace (Belinda Ware), 16 Selwyn 

Terrace (Lesley Rothwell), 19 Selwyn Terrace (Margaret Feather), 20 Selwyn 

Terrace (Andy and Rebecca Wynes), 21 Selwyn Terrace (Erica Guy), 

11 Guildford Terrace (Briar Gordon),1 and 64 Hill Street (Alistair Griffiths). 

 
 

1 Submission 156.  
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Relationship with issues in other Hearing Streams  

6. These submissions focus on the relief sought that relates to Hearing Stream 2. 

However there is unavoidable overlap with issues for other hearing streams.  

7. The Trustees seek that Selwyn Terrace be changed from City Centre Zone (as 

notified) to Medium Density Residential Zone. This submission logically 

straddles Hearing Stream 2 (Residential Zones) and Hearing Stream 4 (Centre 

Zones). The section 42A officer’s report recommends the issue is addressed in 

Hearing Stream 4.2 However, the ‘downstream’ issue of whether Selwyn 

Terrace should be in a character precinct is within the scope of Hearing 

Stream 2.  

8. The Trustees also seek that viewshafts VS1 and VS4 in the notified PDP be 

retained, with some wording changes, and the addition of a further 

viewshaft. Viewshafts are a topic for Hearing Stream 3. However, the Trustees’ 

submissions in Hearing Stream 2 assumes the continued existence and 

protection of viewshafts VS1 and VS4.  

9. While the Trustees would much prefer all aspects of their submission to be 

addressed in an integrated manner at one hearing, they acknowledge the 

broader systemic efficiency for the hearings panel in having separated topics 

to different hearing streams. These submissions will therefore address the full 

scope of the Trustees’ submissions on the PDP, in the following order:  

(a) Issue One: Should Selwyn Terrace be in the Medium Density 

Residential Zone and not the City Centre Zone? This issue may in 

part need to be considered in Hearing Stream 4, to the extent it 

is a submission on the City Centre Zone chapter.  

(b) Issue Two: Are the proposed height controls for Selwyn Terrace 

appropriate?  

(c) Issue Three: Should Selwyn Terrace be included in a character 

precinct within the Medium Density Residential Zone?  

 
 

2 Section 42A report for Hearing Stream 2, Appendix B – Recommended Responses to Submissions and 
Further Submissions at page 50.  
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(d) Issue Four: Should viewshafts VS1 and VS4 be retained as 

notified or with amendments? This is likely an issue for Hearing 

Stream 3.  

(e) Issue Five: Should an additional viewshaft from Waterloo 

Quay/Bunny Street be included in the PDP? Again, this is likely a 

Hearing Stream 3 issue.  

10. The Trustees’ submissions and expert evidence may need to be re-filed in 

later hearing streams, with amendments to respond to any developments in 

the Council’s section 42A reports for those hearing streams. The Trustees also 

request that the overall relief they are seeking is assessed in an integrated 

manner as part of the Panel’s “Wrap up hearing” in September 2023. 

Issue One: Should Selwyn Terrace be in the Medium Density Residential Zone and 

not the City Centre Zone?  

11. Selwyn Terrace is zoned Inner Residential under the operative district plan. 

The PDP changes the zoning to City Centre Zone.  

12. The proposed rezoning would be a dramatic change to Selwyn Terrace. It 

would result in a broad range of central city activities including commercial 

activities, community facilities and educational facilities having permitted 

activity status. These sorts of activities would conflict with the current primary 

use of Selwyn Terrace as a distinct enclave of residential dwellings.  

13. The Council’s rationale for the zoning change appears to be to 

accommodate growth and development capacity in response to the 

National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPSUD) directions.3 

The Council’s s 32 report suggests that the City Centre Zone should extend to 

Selwyn Terrace because it “currently has a mix of land uses, to support a 

mixture of activities and growth in these areas”.4 The Council notes that there 

is a “mixture of uses along the eastern portion of Selwyn Terrace and the 

surrounding area more widely”.5   

 
 

3 Section 32 Evaluation Report: Part 2: City Centre Zone, Special Purpose Waterfront Zone, Special 
Purpose Stadium Zone and Te Ngākau Civic Square Precinct at p 73.  
4 At p 135.  

5 At p 170.  
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14. These justifications for rezoning Selwyn Terrace are not compelling.  

15. First, it is not correct to say that Selwyn Terrace has a “mix” of land uses. All 

buildings on Selwyn Terrace have a residential land use, except for the British 

High Commission and the Te Wahanga Atawhai Mercy Conference Centre.  

16. While it adjoins Selwyn Terrace, the British High Commission has its primary 

street frontage on Hill Street. This sole diplomatic building does not 

significantly interface with the rest of Selwyn Terrace or contribute to a “mix” 

of land uses on Selwyn Terrace. Likewise, the Te Wahanga Atawhai Mercy 

Conference Centre is a convent for nuns but also an office, but does not 

significantly interface with Selwyn Terrace.  

17. The surrounding area contains some non-residential land uses, including the 

Catholic Institute of Aotearoa New Zealand and St Mary’s College. However 

as with the British High Commission, these educational and ecclesiastical 

facilities do not interface with Selwyn Terrace or detract from its distinct 

residential character.  

18. Secondly, the Trustees do not agree with the Council’s suggestion that a zone 

change is necessary to support a mixture of activities and growth in Selwyn 

Terrace. Selwyn Terrace has very narrow and steep vehicular access, with a 

single carriageway for much of its length. Access, turning, and parking are 

already highly constrained for residents, visitors, service providers, and 

emergency services. The footpath for pedestrians is too narrow for two 

people to comfortably walk side-by-side or to pass each other without 

stepping onto the road. A change to commercial and other non-residential 

land uses would place unreasonable demand on vehicle and pedestrian 

access.  

19. The following photographs shows the narrow access along the single 

carriageway, including a blind corner:  
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Figure 1: Photograph from the bottom of Selwyn Terrace, showing narrow vehicular and 
pedestrian access (taken 18 March 2023) 

 

Figure 2: Photograph continuing up Selwyn Terrace, showing steep and narrow vehicular and 
pedestrian access (taken 18 March 2023) 
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Figure 3: Photograph showing continuing narrow and steep vehicular and pedestrian access 
to Selwyn Terrace, including a blind corner (taken 18 March 2023) 

 

20. Thirdly, Selwyn Terrace has a high concentration of pre-1930 character and 

heritage dwellings. The Trustees rely on Boffa Miskell’s 2019 report on its review 

of the pre-1930 character areas in the operative district plan.  

21. Boffa Miskell’s report found that the character of Selwyn Terrace is still largely 

intact and coherent, with the exception of some properties fronting Hill 

Street.6 This character is predominantly seen from within the Terrace itself, 

which highlights its exclusive nature. The urban landscape of Selwyn Terrace 

cannot be assessed solely by reference to the streetscape and facades from 

Hill Street.7 

22. The Trustees’ property at 9 Selwyn Terrace, in particular, is an excellent 

example of the work of one of Wellington’s pre-eminent architects of the 20th 

Century, William Gray Young. Gray Young’s other designs include Wellington 

Railway Station, Wellesley House and Weir House. He is best known for his 

 
 

6 Pre-1930 Character Area Review prepared for Wellington City Council by Boffa Miskell dated 23 
January 2019 at [3.1.2.4(c)].  
7 Statement of evidence of Dr James Jacobs on behalf of Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga for 
Hearing Stream 2 (Character Precincts Statement, dated 16 March 2023) at [14]–[16].  
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work in designing neo-Georgian houses, of which 9 Selwyn Terrace is a well 

preserved and elegant example.  

23. The following photograph shows 9 Selwyn Terrace from the street in front: 

 

Figure 4: 9 Selwyn Terrace (taken 18 March 2023) 
 

24. Boffa Miskell’s list of properties indicates that the majority of properties in 

Selwyn Terrace have a “Primary” level of character contribution, which 

means they have attributes that define the character of the area. Properties 

in Selwyn Terrace with this level of character are numbers 9, 11, 19, 20, 21 and 

22.  

25. The following photographs are of numbers 11, 19, 20 and 21:  
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Figure 5: 11 Selwyn Terrace (taken 18 March 2023) 

 

Figure 6: 19 Selwyn Terrace (taken 18 March 2023) 
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Figure 7: 20 Selwyn Terrace (taken 18 March 2023) 

 

Figure 8: 21 Selwyn Terrace (taken 18 March 2023) 

 

26. Boffa Miskell also consider that some of the properties in Selwyn Terrace have 

a “Contributory” level of character which means they have attributes that 

support the character of the area. Properties in Selwyn Terrace with this level 
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of character are numbers 14, 15 and 17, and are shown in the following 

photographs:  

 

 

Figure 9: 14 Selwyn Terrace (left) and 15 Selwyn Terrace (right) (both taken 18 March 2023) 

 

Figure 10: 17 Selwyn Terrace (taken 18 March 2023) 
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27. 15 Selwyn Terrace is of particular value, because it has been noted as the 

oldest cottage in the area, probably constructed in the 1860s.8  

28. Numbers 17 (photograph above) and 16 and 18 (photographs below) were 

also constructed in the 19th Century.9  

 

Figure 11: 16 Selwyn Terrace (taken 18 March 2023) 

 
 

8 Jane Black, Michael Kelly and Chris Cochran “Thorndon Heritage Project: Report for Wellington City 
Council” (December 2008) at 83. A copy of this report is attached. 
9 Jane Black, Michael Kelly and Chris Cochran “Thorndon Heritage Project: Report for Wellington City 
Council” (December 2008) at 83.  
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Figure 12: 18 Selwyn Terrace (taken 18 March 2023) 
 

29. More broadly, Selwyn Terrace has a special historic context as a residential 

area. The area is a reminder of the original extent of the residential suburb of 

Thorndon, prior to the construction of the Wellington motorway. Some of the 

properties in Selwyn Terrace lost land through compulsory acquisition to the 

construction of the motorway, making the remaining historic residential 

character all the more valuable.  

30. Overall, the majority of the houses in Selwyn Terrace were built before 1930 

and display a range of architectural styles. The Boffa Miskell report notes that 

Selwyn Terrace has a “diversity of building types”.10 Other heritage experts 

have noted that the “townscape values of the street are strong, with 

constantly changing views as one moves around the corners and a number 

of buildings of architectural interest”.11 This concentration of dwellings as 

recognised by heritage experts should continue to be recognised and 

protected, by retaining a residential zoning.  

31. Selwyn Terrace is a unique area of Wellington. It has remained as a surviving 

island of residential character surrounded by largely ecclesiastical, 

educational, diplomatic and government land uses. This established 

character and the narrow and difficult access makes inclusion in the City 

 
 

10 Pre-1930 Character Area Review prepared for Wellington City Council by Boffa Miskell dated 23 
January 2019 at Appendix 3, WCC Pre-1930s Character Area Review – Thorndon.  
11 Jane Black, Michael Kelly and Chris Cochran “Thorndon Heritage Project: Report for Wellington City 
Council” (December 2008) at 83.  
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Centre Zone and general commercial activity inappropriate. The better 

zoning choice is Medium Density Residential.  

Issue Two: are the proposed height controls for Selwyn Terrace appropriate?  

32. Regardless of the zoning to be applied to Selwyn Terrace, the proposed 

building height controls are not appropriate.  

33. The current proposed City Centre Zone would see new buildings in Selwyn 

Terrace have a mandatory minimum height of 22m (CCZ-R20 and CCZ-S4) 

and a maximum height of 27m (CCZ-R20 and CCZ-S1). In essence, new 

buildings would need to be six to nine storeys high.  

34. The Council has suggested that the next alternative zoning for Selwyn Terrace 

would be High Density Residential with a maximum (rather than minimum) 

height control of 21m or six storeys (HRZ-R17 and HRZ-S2).12 One other 

submitter supports this alternative for Selwyn Terrace.13 

35. Either way, these height controls would be problematic when applied to 

Selwyn Terrace.  

36. Primarily, this is because the height controls are inconsistent with the 

viewshafts overlays that capture Selwyn Terrace. Viewshafts VS1 (The 

Beehive) and VS4 (The Beehive and The Cenotaph – Whitmore Street) focus 

on the Beehive and Parliament buildings against the backdrop of Te 

Ahumairangi Hill (Tinakori Hill). These are important viewshafts that protect the 

Beehive as an important emblem of New Zealand’s identity. For the sake of 

these submissions (in Hearing Stream 2), the Trustees assume that these 

viewshafts will be retained as notified.  

37. Construction of new six to nine story structures in Selwyn Terrace (and the 

nearby areas of Hill Street and Guildford Terrace) would almost inevitably 

clash with these viewshafts.  

38. This is demonstrated by the expert evidence of Benjamin Lamason, which 

provides a visualisation of six- and nine-storey building envelopes from VS1 

and VS4. Those images speak for themselves. They show a change to the 

 
 

12 Section 32 Evaluation Report: Part 2: City Centre Zone, Special Purpose Waterfront Zone, Special 
Purpose Stadium Zone and Te Ngākau Civic Square Precinct at p 170–171. 

13 Wheeler Grace Trust, submission 261.  
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visual outlook from the protected viewshafts that drastically alters the 

relationship between the Beehive, Parliament buildings, the General 

Assembly Library, and the natural backdrop of Te Ahumairangi (Tinakori) Hill. 

These visual effects are clearly appreciable and damage the integrity of the 

viewshafts.  

39. If the 22m minimum height control applies (CCZ-R20), then any developer 

planning a new building in Selwyn Terrace would either:  

(a) Require a resource consent to depart from the minimum height 

control and build a lower structure that does not intrude into 

the viewshafts; or 

(b) Require a resource consent to build a 22m or higher structure 

that intrudes into the viewshaft.  

40. This inevitable clash makes the proposed planning regime incoherent and 

difficult to understand. It adds unnecessary compliance costs.  

41. The conflict between the viewshafts and the height controls should be 

resolved at this stage, rather than left to future resource consent processes. 

The nationally important and iconic symbolism of the Beehive, Parliament 

Buildings, and the Cenotaph mean that the obvious resolution is to prioritise 

the viewshafts by adjusting the minimum and maximum height controls in 

Selwyn Terrace.  

42. If the decision is left to future resource consent processes, then there may not 

be an ability to consider the precedent effects of one structure intruding into 

the protected viewshaft. A new building or structure that intrudes into a 

viewshaft would be assessed on a restricted discretionary basis, and case law 

holds that the precedent effects would not be able to be considered within 

the restricted discretion.14  

43. This plan change process is therefore the only planning opportunity for an 

holistic assessment of the potential loss of the values protected by the 

viewshaft. Mr Lamason’s expert visualisation enables you to undertake that 

holistic assessment.  

 
 

14 Kirton v Napier City Council [2013] NZEnvC 66 at [77].  
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44. It is also important to note that six to nine storey buildings would significantly 

detract from the established residential amenity of Selwyn Terrace. Tall 

buildings would create a feeling of “overcrowding” in the context of a 

narrow and steep street. They would overwhelm and detract from the special 

character and heritage of the pre-1930s dwellings in the street. And as noted 

above, vehicular access, parking and turning, and walking access in Selwyn 

Terrace are already highly constrained and will come under further pressure if 

housing or commercial development intensifies.  

45. Overall, these difficulties with the proposed minimum and maximum height 

controls for either a City Centre Zone or High Density Residential Zone make 

such height controls inappropriate for Selwyn Terrace and the nearby houses 

in Hill Street and Guildford Terrace.  

46. The primary relief sought by the Trustees is for Selwyn Terrace to be zoned 

Medium Density Residential. In the alternative, the height issues just outlined 

could be addressed by applying a specific and lower height control of three-

storeys to Selwyn Terrace.  

47. The relief sought may require the recognition of a qualifying matter in Selwyn 

Terrace, as it is within a walkable catchment of the edge of the City Centre 

Zone and therefore Policy 3(c)(ii) of the NPSUD is engaged. The basis for 

recognising a qualifying matter is explained below at paragraph 52.  

Issue Three: Should Selwyn Terrace be included in a character precinct within the 

Medium Density Residential Zone?  

48. Based on the factors already identified, Selwyn Terrace is an appropriate 

location for recognition as a character precinct.  

49. Objective MRZ-PREC01 explains that character precincts are areas within the 

City’s older suburbs that comprise a range of older houses reflective of the 

historical development pattern of the City. The Character Precincts Design 

Guide notes that character precincts have concentrations or observable 

patterns of both site-specific and streetscape level attributes that form a 

collective streetscape. The Design Guide goes on to explain that character is 
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a concentration of features and characteristics that contribute to a unique 

sense of place when viewed by the public from the street.15 

50. These descriptions of a character precinct are apt for Selwyn Terrace. As 

already explained, Selwyn Terrace:  

(a) has a concentration of high quality pre-1930s dwellings; 

(b) is a reminder of the extent of Thorndon that was lost by the 

construction of the motorway; 

(c) has an exclusive character and streetscape viewed from a 

narrow and steep carriageway that leads to an island of 

residential dwellings; and 

(d) is within two viewshafts that protect nationally significant views 

of the Beehive, Parliament Buildings, and the Cenotaph against 

the backdrop of Te Ahumairangi Hill (Tinakori Hill).  

51. In order to recognise a character precinct in Selwyn Terrace, the Council 

must demonstrate that the legal tests are met to override the default NPSUD 

and MDRS requirements by identifying a qualifying matter. Section 77L of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 and clause 3.33 of the NPSUD require the 

Council to undertake a three-stage approach to establish a character 

precinct as a qualifying matter: 

(a) First, identify the specific characteristic that makes the default 

level of development inappropriate in the area; 

(b) Secondly, justify why that characteristic makes that level of 

development inappropriate in light of the national significance 

of urban development; and  

(c) Thirdly, analyse in a site-specific manner the site to which the 

qualifying matter relates, the specific characteristics of the site, 

and a range of options to achieve the greatest heights and 

densities while managing the specific characteristics.  

 
 

15 Wellington City Council Appendix: Character Precincts: Residential Design Guide at p 4.  
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52. The three-stage approach justifies the identification of character as a 

qualifying matter for Selwyn Terrace for the following reasons.  

(a) First, as identified above, Selwyn Terrace has a range of specific 

characteristics that make housing intensification inappropriate 

in the area. It has a special residential character, narrow and 

steep access, and is within two protected viewshafts.  

(b) Secondly, while urban development is recognised as nationally 

significant, this needs to be placed in the context of forecast 

housing demand in Wellington. The most recent assessment is 

that the PDP (with expanded character precincts 

recommended in the s 42A report) would enable an additional 

61,074 commercially realisable dwellings. This is around double 

the estimated number of dwellings required (31,242) to meet 

population growth over the next 30 years.16 There will therefore 

still be more than ample plan-enabled housing capacity to 

recognise the need for urban development without the 

proposed intensification on Selwyn Terrace.  

(c) Thirdly, the minimum and maximum height controls for either 

the City Centre Zone or High Density Residential Zone do not 

adequately manage the special character and other specific 

features of Selwyn Terrace. Those zone provisions would enable 

demolition of the existing character buildings and townscape, 

and replacement with much taller buildings. On the other 

hand, the planning regime for character precincts would 

manage these characteristics by requiring a resource consent 

to be obtained to demolish pre-1930s structures (MRZ-PREC01-

R4) and construct any new buildings or structures (MRZ-PREC01-

R5). The resource consent regime includes a Design Guide that 

will contribute to the preservation of the distinct character of 

Selwyn Terrace.  

 
 

16 Section 42A Report: Part 3 – Residential Zones: Part 4 – Character Precincts and Design Guides at 
pages 19–20.  
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53. The officer’s section 42A report notes the Trustees’ submission for Selwyn 

Terrace to be added as a character precinct,17 but does not give any 

specific response to that submission. Instead, the report recommends other 

changes to the spatial extent of the character precincts, and baldly states 

that submitters outside those recommendations have provided “no 

evidential methodological basis … to support the changes sought”.18 

54. The Trustees do not consider that their submission has been fairly evaluated 

by the reporting officer. Their initiating submission contained detailed reasons 

and evidence for why Selwyn Terrace should be added as a character 

precinct, including by reference to the Boffa Miskell report, the Thorndon 

Heritage Project report, and other evidence.  

55. In summary, there is ample justification to include Selwyn Terrace in the list of 

Character Precincts. It has a mix of buildings with primary and contributory 

character similar in nature and extent to the character precincts along 

Tinakori Road, and is also similar to the new Hobson Street character precinct 

that is recommended in the officer’s s 42A report.19 The Council should treat 

Selwyn Terrace consistently with those areas to ensure that its locally and 

regionally significant values are enhanced and preserved, rather than 

destroyed by housing intensification.  

Issue Four: should viewshafts VS1 and VS4 be retained from the notified PDP?  

56. The Trustees’ submission on the viewshafts is expected to be dealt with in 

Hearing Stream 3. However, for context and to enable you to consider this 

submission in an integrated way, the Trustees’ position is explained here.  

57. The Trustees are pleased to see that the Council proposes in the notified PDP 

to continue the protection of views of the Beehive, Parliament Buildings, and 

the Cenotaph by VS1 and VS4 and associated provisions.  

58. The Beehive and Parliament Buildings in particular are an internationally 

recognisable symbol of New Zealand. The outlooks towards Parliament from 

 
 

17 Section 42A Report: Part 3 – Residential Zones: Part 4 – Character Precincts and Design Guides at 
paragraph 142. 

18 Section 42A Report: Part 3 – Residential Zones: Part 4 – Character Precincts and Design Guides at 
paragraph 150.  

19 Section 42A Report: Part 3 – Residential Zones: Part 4 – Character Precincts and Design Guides, 
Appendix 1, Thorndon map.  
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the corners of Bunny/Featherston Streets and Whitmore/Featherston Streets 

are significant contributors to Wellington’s sense of place and identity.  

59. The Descriptions of these viewshafts recognises the backdrop of Te 

Ahumairangi Hill (Tinakori Hill) as a context element. The green bush 

background provides a dramatic contrast and conveys a sense of New 

Zealand’s clean green image and the high value that we place on nature 

and conservation. This is an important aspect of our tourism industry and 

international identity.  

60. The Trustees submit that amendments should be made to the Descriptions of 

VS1 and VS4 to place greater recognition on the international significance of 

the Beehive as well as the contributing role of the Te Ahumairangi Hill (Tinakori 

Hill) backdrop.  

61. The Trustees’ proposed amendments to VS1’s Description are (additions 

underlined):  

“A view of the Beehive against the backdrop of Te Ahumairangi Hill from 

a major thoroughfare for commuters. This is one of two significant 

viewshafts (the other being VS4) which, when combined, promote the 

image of Wellington as a capital city in views from key points within the 

northern end of the City Centre Zone.  

The Beehive and Parliament Buildings are two of the emblems of New 

Zealand’s capital and key landmarks in the Wellington townscape. They 

are internationally recognised symbols of New Zealand. VS1, located on 

a major pedestrian route for commuters leaving the Wellington Rail 

Station, enhances wayfinding and contributes to Wellington’s sense of 

place. The backdrop of Te Ahumairangi Hill adds striking contrast and 

visual interest.”    

62. The Trustees’ proposed amendments to VS4’s Description are (additions 

underlined):  

“VS4 is one of two viewshafts (the other being VS1) focused on the 

Beehive from the south and east as set against the backdrop of Te 

Ahumairangi Hill. Along with the Beehive this viewshaft includes the 

Cenotaph as an additional focal element. Both of these viewshafts are 

individually and collectively significant and promote the image of 

Wellington as NZ’s ‘seat of government’ and capital city in views from 

key points. Additionally, as the Beehive and Cenotaph are important 
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physical reminders of Wellington’s rich history the views to and from 

them, as provided by VS4, contribute to the city’s sense of place. The 

Beehive is an internationally recognised symbol of New Zealand. The 

backdrop of Te Ahumairangi Hill adds striking contrast and visual 

interest.”    

Issue Five: Should a further viewshaft from the corner of Waterloo Quay and Bunny 

Street be recognised in the PDP?  

63. Again, this is an issue for Hearing Stream 3. The Trustees’ submission is set out 

here for context and to assist with integrated analysis.  

64. The operative district plan contains viewshaft protection from the north west 

corner of Waterloo Quay and Bunny Street (Waterloo/Bunny Viewshaft). This is 

viewshaft 3 in the operative district plan. It contains the Beehive as a focal 

element, with the Old Government Buildings and Tinakori Hill/Ahumairangi 

Ridge as context elements.  

65. The PDP does not carry over this viewshaft. 

66. The Trustees submit that the protection of the Waterloo/Bunny Viewshaft 

should continue.  

67. This viewshaft is from further back and captures some of the Old Government 

Buildings that now house the Victoria University Law Faculty. The Old 

Government Buildings are historically significant, and the outlook of them in 

contrast with the Beehive is a symbolic link between the past and present 

homes of New Zealand’s Government.  

68. Further, the Waterloo/Bunny viewshaft captures more of the Tinakori Hill/Te 

Ahumairangi Hill backdrop. This striking green bush backdrop is visually 

significant.  

 

 

 

DUNCAN BALLINGER 
Counsel for the Trustees of the Eldin Family Trust  

24 MARCH 2023  
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