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1.  INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 My full name is Christian Paul Jordan.  I am a residential landlord and developer 

based in Christchurch. I have been actively involved in property in Christchurch since 1996 

and have previously submitted evidence and appeared before the Panel regarding several 

other chapters of the proposed Replacement District Plan. 

 

1.2 Between my brother and myself, we own approximately 28 buildings built prior to the 

1940s in Christchurch City plus further character properties in other parts of the country.  This 

includes properties in the heritage schedules of both the Christchurch City and Dunedin City 

district plans as well as buildings listed with Heritage New Zealand and dwellings located 

within heritage zones in the Auckland suburbs of Ponsonby and Mt Eden. 

 

1.3 I have considerable experience in the restoration of domestic heritage buildings and 

am currently involved in a number of projects including major repairs to a heritage listed 

dwelling in central Christchurch.   Details are appended at the end of this evidence. 

 

1.4 We also own properties where trees have been protected by consent notice, but do not 

own any properties with listed significant trees. 

 

2. SCOPE 
 
2.1 My submission proposes that buildings built prior to 1940 have a heritage assessment 

prior to demolition or major building consent.  
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3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

3.1 Currently the demolition of a building that is not listed in the district plan or with 

Heritage New Zealand can proceed without any further consideration. 

 

3.2 However most buildings which have heritage value are not listed.  Therefore many of 

the best examples of our architectural history and the best historical remnants of our country’s 

past are lost each year. 

 

3.3 Often there is little difference in the price willing to be paid by a section buyer for a 

bare site and a home buyer for restoration or renovation, therefore it is simply down to chance 

as to whether restoration or demolition occurs.  (See the example in part 6 given below). 

 

3.4 In the future, those remaining (currently unlisted) buildings that survived purely by 

chance, will become candidates for heritage protection, as surviving examples from various 

periods become rarer or near extinct. 

 

3.5 In comparison: at present, existing trees on a proposed site are inspected and 

potentially protected even if they severely restrict the development potential (and therefore 

the value of a site).  This protection is often extended to very young trees or species that are 

only of marginal merit.  (See examples in part 4 below) 

 

3.6 Also in comparison: under current proposals, native vegetation (which may only be 

recent self seeded scrub) is elevated to a very high protected status. 

 

3.7 Comparing to the protection offered for trees and native vegetation (which in many 

cases are easily replaceable), it is not unduly onerous or restrictive to offer additional 

protection to built heritage (which is essentially irreplaceable), in the form of an assessment 

prior to demolition. 

 

3.8 An assessment process would not guarantee protection, but would ensure that 

alternative options could be considered. 
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4.  Comparison to protection offered to trees: 
 
4.1 For many years the CCC has assessed trees on sites of proposed developments for 

protection.  In many cases, this results in trees being protected under consent notices. 

 

4.2 This gives an extremely high level of protection to trees that may be of marginal merit 

in terms of species, age and condition. 

 

4.3 By way of example, on our hill site property in Murray Aynsley about a dozen trees 

are protected by CCC consent notice as a result of a subdivision consent.  Most of the 

trees are Cedrus Deodara (a species more at home on farm shelter belts than in 

residential).  These trees both block the city view and (being on the northern 

boundary) create shade. 
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4.4 On a property adjoining one of mine in Avonside, a Golden Ash was protected under 

consent notice.  At the time of the subdivision (about 9 years ago) the tree was only 

10-15 years old, but the drive was diverted around the tree to protect it. 

 
4.5 In my opinion, the CCC has given rather extravagant protection to trees which are 

either not particularly old and therefore easily replaced, or are located in positions 

which impact on views and sun, and therefore impact significantly on the subject 

properties and their value.  NOTE: that these are not listed as significant trees or trees 

of any heritage significance. 

 

4.6 In addition to this protection offered to single trees at time of consent, the protection 

being offered to areas of native vegetation under current proposals is even greater. 

 

4.6 Therefore, I consider that in comparison to the protection offered to trees and native 

vegetation, the protection to built historic heritage is entirely insufficient. 
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5. How an assessment process could work: 
 
5.1 An assessment process prior to demolition or major alteration could be restricted to 

pre 1940 properties only, as properties of this age are most under threat from 

redevelopment and are more likely to be of heritage value.  This would make the 

process less onerous than requiring an assessment of all buildings. 

 

5.2 As nearly all developments require a resource consent on at least one issue anyway, 

then this assessment would simply be part of that process.  And would therefore not 

create any delay in development unless the proposal included the demolition of a 

building of high heritage value. 

 

5.3 Only if a building was of very high merit could demolition be prevented, but if a 

building was of moderate to high merit, the process could provide options such as 

evaluating alternative proposals, partial retention, relocation or salvage. 

 

5.4 Having a process such as this would mean that developers wouldn’t arbitrarily target 

just any property when buying a site for redevelopment.  This would focus developers 

on buying and demolishing substandard properties and buildings of lesser significance, 

leaving buildings suitable for renovation available to the wider market.  In my opinion 

(based on 20 years experience in property) such a rule would not impact on prices, it 

would simply mean that cashed up developers (who often buy off market or as soon as 

an agent obtains a listing) would change their focus leaving the rest of the market an 

opportunity to purchase such properties and potentially reuse and retain the heritage 

building. 
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6. An example of how free demolition leads to heritage loss: 
 
6.1 A property in Richmond which is of high heritage value, being one of the only fully 

masonry domestic houses built with a high level of detailed stonework was recently 

for sale “as is where is” with repairable earthquake damage. 

 

        
 

6.2 It was for sale by tender.  Having a number of other projects, I tendered a reasonable 

price with a condition that I would be prepared to covenant the property against 

demolition (which I understood was attractive to the vendor) unfortunately they opted 

to take an offer which was about the price of a used Japanese import higher than mine 

and accepted my offer as a backup. 

 

6.3 In short the house sold to the other developer and is to be demolished.  It is only due to 

the persistence of a local architect who has subsequently purchased the house for 

deconstruction, that this impressively built house won’t entirely become landfill.  

However it is still a significant loss to Christchurch. 

 

6.4 If there was a rule that required an assessment of the heritage value, then the 

successful tenderer likely would never have purchased the property because of the risk 
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in not getting consent to demolish.  The price I was prepared to pay was apparently 

well above the original expectations of the vendor and the difference with that of the 

developer was only relatively marginal, therefore there would have been no great loss 

to the vendor, (in fact in hindsight I would have paid what the house had sold for had 

it been listed for sale with that asking price). 

 

7. What is heritage? 
 
7.1 As seen in the example given above preservation of heritage buildings comes down 

purely to chance when there is no assessment criteria for demolition of non listed 

buildings. 

 

7.2 Heritage value can be subjective, but it is generally clear what heritage is.   Auckland 

has had rules in many suburbs protecting heritage for many years now and this has 

worked successfully to preserve the character of many inner Auckland streets. 

 

7.3  As an example only, I have included some photos of Christchurch properties (all non 

listed villa period properties) which clearly have a heritage value.  Obviously a wide 

range of building types and styles are also of heritage significance.  Such 

characteristics are easily assessed and identified. 
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8. Appendix: 
 
8.1 Currently we are repairing 88 Chester St (which we purchased post earthquake “as is 

where is”).  It is listed in the proposed District Plan and registered with Heritage New 

Zealand.  (Left hand half of photo). 

 
 

8.2  We own four other two storey houses (1876-1908) in the four aves that will be 

repaired in due course, plus a large number single storey villas which are also being 

repaired.  Below is a photo of one of two bay villas we relocated to Addington from 

Papanui Rd and restored a few years ago (non listed): 
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8.3  As a footnote:  In a way this issue overlaps with the character area topic which I 

previously submitted on (in terms of requesting broader protection).  In that 

submission I included photos of areas, I considered worthy of consideration for 

“character area” status.   One of those photos was in Strowan.  Subsequent to that, one 

of the houses I photographed was offered for sale in unrepaired condition which meant 

it could likely be demolished.   I have since purchased the property which was built in 

1927 and is a fine arts and craft style house designed by Hart and Reese Architects.  

This and the abovementioned restoration projects demonstrate that I wholeheartedly 

believe we need greater heritage protection and that there is both value for the 

property owners and the city in preserving our built heritage. 

 

 The property is the middle of the photo below: 

 
 

Christian Jordan 

 

 

 

______________________ 

13 January 2016 

 


