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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is William Blake.  I hold the position of Director of Valuations and 

Research at Knight Frank. I have been in this position for over 10 years. 

 

1.2 I am a Registered Valuer, Associate of the New Zealand Institute of Valuers, 

and Senior Member of the Property Institute of New Zealand.  I was registered 

as a valuer in 1979 and have been in continuous practice as a registered 

valuer since that time.  I have approximately 37 years experience in the 

valuation profession, having worked in the public sector in Dunedin, Wellington 

and Auckland, and been in practice as a registered valuer in private practice in 

Christchurch since 1987.  I have valued a number of Heritage listed properties 

at various times. 

  

 

1.3 I have been instructed by Christchurch City Council (Council) to provide 

evidence in relation to the impact on value of Heritage listings, and notations of 

sites of ecological significance (SES). 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific parts of the Proposal that my evidence relates to are the impact 

on property values of Heritage listings, and SES in Chapter 9 of the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan (CRDP).  

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 The impact that a heritage listing for a building or scheduling a site of 

ecological significance will have on the value of a property will vary.  However, 

in my view, such a listing will at best have no adverse impact on property 

values. For example, the heritage building is a comfortable home compatible 

with the neighbourhood, or if the ecological feature was on a part of the site 

with limited development potential.  However, more generally, I would expect 

listings to negatively affect property values because they may prevent the best 

use of the site in economic terms, as judged by the market.  Owners of 

properties with heritage features may feel the feature contributes in an 

intangible way to the heritage fabric or ecological values of the District. 
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4. Impact on Value of Heritage Listing 

 

4.1 A Heritage listing has the potential to limit or control the use of a property, over 

and above that which might apply from land use zoning or other regulations.  

In most cases, the Heritage listing limits the land owner’s ability to change the 

property, and to that extent may inhibit the use of the land which it occupies, or 

the use of a building itself.  If a building cannot be demolished or altered 

because of the Heritage listing, this may prevent the most economic use of the 

property. 

 

4.2 In an open market the value of the property is generally determined by the 

“highest and best” use to which the property may be put.  That is, the best 

price that will be achieved, if offered to the market, from those able to develop 

the property to its maximum potential.  That potential is generally controlled by 

land use zoning, as well as the wider economic environment, including supply 

and demand dynamics. If the Heritage listing prevents a property from being 

used to its highest and best uses, it places a restriction on value. 

 

4.3 As a general observation, the value of most commercial or industrial 

“investment” property is driven by its potential to produce income.  The value 

of commercial property is largely a function of the income that can be derived.  

This income may arise from development of a site with a new building, or 

enhancement or alteration of an existing building.  For this type of property the 

actual and potential income that can be achieved is a fundamental driver of its 

value. 

 

4.4 It follows therefore, that if a Heritage listing prevents a property being 

developed or used to its full economic potential, there is a loss in value relative 

to the unencumbered situation. 

 

4.5 The extent of the loss in value will be property specific.  By way of an example, 

the Old Shands Emporium building, a building of some historic significance, 

was recently relocated from its Hereford Street site to a site on Manchester 

Street. The building would have severely impacted on the land owner’s ability 

to develop the land which it occupied in Hereford Street.  This site is currently 

being developed for the mixed use intensive commercial development known 

as The Terrace. 
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4.6 A Heritage listing may prevent alteration of a building, and therefore limit the 

owner’s ability to maximise the income opportunity by providing 

accommodation that is required by the market.  An example would be an aged 

and possibly historic or Heritage office type building that does not meet 

modern expectations in terms of heating and ventilation, access, effective use 

of space, and modern communications.  Whilst the building may be occupied, 

it is likely that a redundant style of interior would result in a much lower rental 

than would have been available had the premises been altered to modern 

office requirements.  This loss in rental translates to a loss in value. 

 

4.7 There also may be costs in association with requirements to maintain a 

heritage building.  It is likely that materials used are more expensive to 

maintain relative to the modern equivalent. 

 

4.8 Heritage listings may apply to residential property.  Again the impact will be 

site specific, for example an aged Heritage structure located on a very 

valuable inner city central site may prevent use of the land to its full potential, 

which could be a number of residential units, or perhaps a single superior 

family home.  Other Heritage listings that apply to residential properties may 

have a minimal impact, particularly if the building is of suitable scale and style 

for the site, the house provides a good comfortable standard of 

accommodation and the property is compatible with the neighbourhood.  It is 

possible some owners or potential owners would see a benefit in the Heritage 

listing, in some intangible way and feel benefits in making a contribution to the 

Heritage fabric of the City. 

 

4.9 However, as a broad observation, I believe the Heritage listing will at best 

have no measurable impact in terms of reducing value, but will most likely 

have a detrimental impact on value.   If a potential buyer is faced with two 

properties, identical in every respect, save for one having a Heritage listing, 

the preference would be for the property that is not listed.  Heritage listing 

imposes a level of control on a property owner, and to that extent would be 

seen by most private land owners as being undesirable. 

 

5. The Impact on Value of the Notation of a Site of Ecological Significance. 

 

5.1 As I understand it, this notation is most likely to apply to properties in the rural 

environment.  
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5.2 Similar to my comments above, any restriction on the use of land, particularly 

restrictions that inhibit the highest and best use, or the activity that generates 

the most economic return, would be seen as a negative relative to the 

unencumbered situation.  Again this is a general observation only, and 

individual property circumstances will be different.  For example placing a 

notation of a site of ecological significance on land that is presently 

uneconomic to utilise, such as a rocky cliff face, may have no impact on value. 

 

6. The Impact on Value of A Heritage Listing in Relation to Earthquake Related 

Damage, Repairs and Strengthening. 

 

6.1 A Heritage listing may impose substantial additional costs on the owner of an 

earthquake damaged building, relative to another without the Heritage listing.  

This is because repairs and strengthening are likely to be more labour 

intensive, and therefore expensive if the original Heritage fabric, which might 

include materials and techniques that are no longer readily available, need to 

be sourced.  The cheaper option may be to repair and strengthen using 

modern materials and techniques. 

 

6.2 The extent to which this impacts upon individual property owners is likely to be 

related to their insurance cover.  It is normal practice for buildings to be 

insured for reinstatement.  This is an estimate of the cost at the date of 

valuation of replacing the asset with a new modern equivalent asset including, 

where appropriate, the use of current equipment, technology and materials.  

This is different to the cost of replicating a damaged asset, using the original 

materials and construction techniques.  It is likely that there would be a 

significant cost gap between the two approaches.  If a property owner has 

insured for reinstatement, based on the new modern equivalent, there is likely 

to be a funding gap between that amount, and the actual costs of replicating 

the building to its original form, using original materials. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

William Blake  

2 December 2015 


