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INTRODUCTION 

1. My name is Dean Raymond, and I am employed as Area Manager and Planner for Heritage 

New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT) based in the Central Region Office. I hold the 

qualification of Bachelor of Regional Planning from Massey University (graduated 1987). My 

current role includes providing statutory planning advice in relation to proposals under the 

Resource Management Act (RMA). I have been in this role for over two years. I am a full 

member of the New Zealand Planning Institute. 

 

2. Although this evidence is not prepared for an Environment Court hearing I have read the Code 

of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and have 

complied with it in when preparing this evidence. I have considered all the material facts that 

I am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions I express. This evidence is within 

my area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another person. 

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

3. HNZPT made submissions and further submissions on the Central Hawkes Bay Proposed 

District Plan (PDP), including submission points on the heritage chapter and related topics.  I 

was involved in preparing the original submission as well as the further submission.  I have 

been asked by HNZPT to assist by providing planning evidence on the PDP. 

 

4. In preparing this evidence I have read the relevant submissions, further submissions, and the 

Section 42A report prepared by Council staff and/or consultants. 

 

5. My evidence is structured in alignment with the 42A report. I acknowledge the findings and 

recommendations of the Section 42A report writer and I concur in general with their 

evaluation of the submissions and analysis of the key issues. My evidence is therefore focused 

primarily on areas where I have a different opinion or conclusion to the report 42A author. 

 

6. I have included at the end of this statement portions of the Historic Heritage chapter, along 

with associated definitions, showing changes to the provisions I have suggested. 

 

7. I have also included two documents supporting my evidence as attachments to this statement. 
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8. My statement of evidence addresses several topics where I am recommending minor changes 

to what is recommended in the 42A report. The main topics contained in my evidence are 

definitions, including safety alterations, Historic Heritage rules including HH-R1 and HH-R3, 

Heritage Settings, and Schedule 2 places. 

 

Definitions 

9. I acknowledge the recommendations of the 42A author regarding changes to a number of 

definitions in the PDP. Many of these are relatively minor changes which serve to clarify 

meanings. There are also several new definitions recommended to be added to the PDP. 

 

10. The 42A author recommends an amendment to the definition of ‘heritage items’ (paragraph 

4.3.6). In my view the recommended changes are appropriate and increase the accuracy of 

meaning in relation to both items scheduled in the District Plan and places included in the 

New Zealand Heritage List / Rārangi Kōrero. 

 

11. The 42A author has recommended changes to the definition of repairs and maintenance, and 

introduction of separate definitions for repair and maintenance of heritage items. I concur 

with this recommendation. 

 

12. Regarding the definition of safety alterations (42A paragraph 4.3.17), I understand that the 

42A recommendation is in line with the HNZPT submission for the definition to be more 

succinctly worded: Safety Alteration - Works necessary for the primary purpose of improving 

structural performance, fire safety or physical access. Improving structural performance 

includes seismic strengthening work. 

 

13. Related to changes I have recommended to HH-R3 (which closely relate to the changes to this 

definition) in my opinion it would be more logical and efficient to include the following clause 

in the definition: and works required to satisfy or increase compliance with the Building Act 

2004 and Building Code requirements.  The reasons for this are explained in my paragraphs 27 

to 30 below. 

 

14. Regarding the HNZPT submission to include a definition of seismic strengthening, in my view 

this submission point is satisfied with the proposed amendments to the safety alterations 

definition along with potential amendments to the related rules.  
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Heritage Setting  

15. The HNZPT submission points related to Setting for scheduled heritage items encompass a 

new definition, policy amendments, new rules, assessment matters, and mapping. The 42A 

author has recommended all these points be rejected. I acknowledge the work which would 

be involved in mapping and defining a setting, and the preference for more consultation 

related to this. 

 

16. Including a setting for heritage places is important for several reasons. For many places, the 

surroundings or setting of the place are integral to the heritage values of the place. 

Developments within these settings, such as new incompatible buildings, or subdivisions 

which do not leave enough space around a heritage building, can result in significant adverse 

effects on heritage values.  

 

17. Having a defined setting or extent also creates a level of certainty for property owners in that 

it can be clearly determined which portions of the land are within the heritage setting, and 

which are not. In the absence of this definition there is often ambiguity regarding how much 

attention needs to be paid to effects on heritage values. An example would be a subdivision 

proposal affecting a large rural property, to create an additional allotment.  

 

18. For illustration purposes I have included two images below of Aramoana Station – the first 

showing the boundary of the 600ha station, the second showing the location of the scheduled 

heritage sites HH-2 (Aramoana Homestead), HH-24 (stables) and HH-53 (woolshed). The 

homestead has a defined extent in the New Zealand Heritage List / Rārangi Kōrero. It should 

also be noted that the site contains Sites of Significance to Māori and archaeological sites. A 

defined extent or setting provides certainty for all parties, including owners, developers and 

council planners as to the limits of the identified heritage values on the site. As a hypothetical 

example, if a subdivision were proposed for the southern portion of the property, near 

Blackhead Beach, it would be clear that the heritage places in the northern portion of the 

property would be unlikely to be adversely impacted. 
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Image 1: Aramoana Station, showing property boundary and heritage / archaeology features 

 

 
Image 2: Extent of Aramoana Station Homestead as defined by HNZPT 

 

 

19. An alternative to the relief sought in the HNZPT submission would be to include references to 

the surroundings of scheduled heritage places. This terminology ties in with the RMA and PDP 

definition of Historic Heritage, which explicitly includes ‘surroundings’. This approach would 

mean that regard needs to be given to the surroundings of heritage places, but without the 
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requirement for any new definition, rules, or mapping. While this is not in my opinion as ideal 

as having defined settings, it is potentially a reasonable and achievable improvement to the 

PDP. In line with this approach, I have made specific recommendations for several PDP 

sections. 

 

20. At the same time in my opinion a commitment to a future work programme addressing the 

issue of heritage settings culminating in a variation or plan change would lead ultimately to 

improved heritage provisions in the District Plan. 

 

21. For HH-P3 I recommend the following amendment to recognise the heritage value of the 

surroundings of heritage item:  To ensure activities avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects 

on the character and values of heritage items, including the surroundings which contribute to 

the values of the heritage item. 

 

22. Regarding HH-AM2, as notified this section includes clause 7, which refers to ‘settings’: 

Whether the relationship of the building with the setting is maintained. In the absence of a 

definition of setting and mapped settings it would be preferable to use the word 

‘surroundings’ instead of ‘setting’ in this clause. The additional assessment matter requested 

by HNZPT is in my view not necessary. 

 

23. The HNZPT submission point on the Subdivision chapter also pertains to the concept of 

heritage settings. HNZPT asked in their submission on SUB-R7 to include the setting of any 

historic heritage feature within the boundary of a conservation lot. The 42A author has 

recommended that this submission point be rejected (paragraph 14.3.9), also noting that 

assessment matter SUB-AM15 provides scope to consider the setting of a scheduled heritage 

item. SUB-AM15(2) reads as follows: Whether sufficient area is provided to enable the item or 

site to be sensitively integrated into the Conservation Lot, particularly where the land 

contributes significantly to the value of the item or site. I concur that this assessment matter 

is helpful in ensuring that the settings/surrounds of a heritage item are considered in the 

subdivision process for conservation lots. 

 

24. In my view including reference to heritage surroundings in HH-P3 would be an efficient and 

effective way of enhancing the protection of historic heritage in the PDP. 
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Historic Heritage Rules  

25. Turning to HH-R1, maintenance and repairs, in my opinion there are several issues with the 

proposed permitted activity standards. Some of the wording in the proposed activity 

standards is subjective and lacks precision. Examples are the use of the word ‘generally’ in 

clause (a), and the wording of clause (b) which reads as guidance rather than as a rule. Some 

of these words may result in interpretation and enforcement issues for both consultant and 

Council planners. Overall, the set of proposed conditions reads as useful guidance for property 

owners and/or their advisors. This is the type of guidance routinely provided by HNZPT staff 

when members of the public make enquiries regarding works on their heritage properties. 

 

26. It would be preferable to rely on the new recommended definitions of repair and maintenance 

activities, understanding that activities which do not meet the repair or maintenance 

definition would naturally fall into the ‘alteration’ category and be addressed under a different 

set of rules. For these reasons my recommendation is to revert HH-R1 to the rule as notified. 

 

27. Turning to HH-R3, the recommended approach to HH-R3.1 may lead to unintended outcomes. 

If a proposed activity under this rule does not meet the conditions it defaults to HH-R5 – which 

has the same activity status, but with no conditions. In other words, any internal alterations 

(whether general alterations or safety alterations) have the same activity status. 

 

28. Regarding the clause requiring any seismic strengthening work to be identified by a chartered 

professional engineer, this is a matter addressed under the Building Code through the building 

consent process. Any designed strengthening proposal needs to be informed and supported 

by a structural engineer. In my view there is no need to refer to this requirement in the District 

Plan. 

 

29. In response to the recommended clause in HH-R3 that the works are required to satisfy or 

increase compliance with the Building Act 2004 and Building Code requirements it may be 

more appropriate to include this phrase in the definition of safety alterations. 

 

30. In my view it would be preferable to revert to the wording of HH-R3 as notified, relying on the 

improved definition of safety alterations, and also incorporating the clause which refers to the 

Building Code. 
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31. HH-R5 provides for internal alterations to Category 2 places as a permitted activity. HNZPT 

submitted that internal alterations to Category 2 places should not be a permitted activity, 

based on the assertion that many Category 2 places also have interiors with significant 

heritage values. While activity status based on category alone appears to be overly simplistic, 

it is difficult to broadly impose a rule on all Category 2 interiors in the absence of any 

assessments of interior values. I recommend that Council initiate a project to identify which 

Category 2 places have heritage values which merit special attention. This could be 

undertaken alongside identifying additional places on the schedule, and potentially also 

identifying the settings for each place. 

 

Schedule 2  

 

32. There have been discussions between myself (as HNZPT Planner) and the 42A author 

regarding the HNZPT submission that more descriptive information be included in Schedule 2. 

This is referenced in her report paragraphs 11.3.16 – 11.3.21. We have reached agreement 

that a practical approach is to include statements directing plan users to the Heritage New 

Zealand Pouhere Taonga website for more information on scheduled places. However, it 

would be preferable to refer in general terms to the ‘Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga 

website’, rather than the specific web address. If the HNZPT website changes in the future this 

may make the hyperlink ineffective and the Plan inaccurate. 

 

33. Regarding the addition of specific places to Schedule 2 I acknowledge the recommendation to 

include the Waipawa Town Hall in the schedule. I also acknowledge that the other places 

mentioned in the HNZPT submission (Pōrangahau War memorial Hall, Bibby Memorial Church 

and Waipawa and Waipukurau Railway Stations) have not been recommended for inclusion 

in the schedule.  I expect that there would be many other places in the district that embody 

the heritage values and themes particular to Central Hawke’s Bay’s history and that are 

worthy of recognition and protection in the District Plan. It would be appropriate for Council 

to invest in the preparation of a local heritage inventory as a priority, and that extra places 

are considered for addition to the District Plan heritage schedule. I acknowledge that this 

process would need to occur outside this PDP process, as a variation or plan change. 

 

34. Regarding the Gwavas Summerhouse (42A paragraph 11.3.39) I have attached to my evidence 

the Summary Report for this structure. My understanding of the HNZPT submission on this 
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item is that specifically referring to the Summerhouse structure in the schedule entry would 

add clarity to whether the structure is included under the heading of ‘Gwavas Station 

homestead and garden’. Adding the words including Summerhouse explicitly includes this 

structure in the schedule. The last correspondence HNZPT had with the owners of Gwavas 

was in 2015, in which the owner (Stuart Gibson) states that ‘At this stage we would have no 

objection to the Summerhouse being reinstated onto the heritage list’. According to the 

Gwavas Garden and Homestead website Stuart Gibson is still the owner of this property. I 

have also included a copy of this correspondence in my evidence. 

 

Other Matters 

35. Regarding the Strategic Direction section of the PDP, I accept the 42A author’s statement that 

cultural and heritage values are addressed as a district-wide matter, along with the underlying 

weight provided by being a matter of national importance under Section 6 of the RMA. 

 

36. Regarding the HNZPT submission on assessment matters for notable trees, I concur with the 

42A author’s recommendation that an advice note be included in relation to potential 

disturbance of archaeological sites.  

 

37. Turning to the subdivision chapter, HNZPT requested in their submission that there should be 

a policy explicitly addressing subdivision of sites containing heritage items and Sites of 

Significance to Māori. The 42A author has discussed (paragraph 14.3) the objectives and 

policies which would apply to subdivision of land containing Historic Heritage and Sites and 

Areas of Significance to Māori. Assessment of any application for subdivision of land 

containing a scheduled site would include reference to both SUB-O1 and relevant policies of 

the Historic Heritage and Sites and Areas of Significance to Māori chapters. There are also 

several pertinent assessment criteria contained in the subdivision chapter. For these reasons 

I concur with the author that an extra policy is not necessary. 

 

38. I note that the HNZPT submission points relating to the signs chapter have been accepted by 

the 42A author. I agree with the recommendations relating to this chapter. 
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Tangata Whenua Provisions  

 

39. In addition to the submission points of the historic heritage chapter, HNZPT also made 

submissions on the Sites and Areas of Significance to Māori (SASM) chapter and other related 

matters. These submission points have been addressed in the 42A report on Tangata Whenua 

provisions. 

 

40. It is acknowledged that the hearing on 10th August is to consider several Key Issues, with 

another hearing to be scheduled later this year to consider submission points in more detail. 

 

41. Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga employs a number of staff with experience in 

supporting the Māori Heritage Council’s role in implementing HNZPT’s vision for Māori 

Heritage.  The role of HNZPT is to recognise and support the kaitiakitanga of whānau, hapū 

and iwi.  I expect that some appropriate HNZPT staff would be willing to participate in a 

wānanga to support the process of addressing the matters raised in submissions. 

 

42. The 42A report discusses the Accidental Discovery Protocols (ADP) and the relationship 

between District Plan provisions and the archaeological authority process (starting at 

paragraph 12.2.3). These paragraphs provide a useful and accurate summary of these issues. 

 

43. Regarding whether or not the District Plan should contain an ADP, this depends on the 

preferences of tangata whenua. Some districts cover the rohe of a number of iwi and hapū, 

many of which prefer to use their own ADP. Other District Plans, which may only cover one 

tangata whenua rohe, have included an ADP within the District Plan.  The difference is not so 

much in relation to the statutory provisions of the HNZPT Act, but rather the tikanga which 

may be specific to each iwi / hapū. 

 

44. The comments in section 13.2 of the 42A report address the overlap between the HNZPT Act 

provisions and the District Plan provisions. As referenced in paragraph 13.2.5 the overlap is 

identified in the Historic Heritage Chapter. It may be beneficial if similar wording is included 

in the introduction to the SASM chapter.  This matter is also addressed in paragraph 14.2.1 of 

the 42A report. The 42A author has also provided some wording which may be appropriate to 

include in the chapter. I have included below some potential wording, including an excerpt 

from the 42A report, and wording adapted from the introduction to the Historic Heritage 

Chapter: 
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There is a strong link between sites on the SASM schedule and the Heritage New Zealand 

Pouhere Taonga Act 2014. Many SASM sites are likely to also be archaeological sites, and 

therefore subject to the provisions of both the PDP and the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 

Taonga Act 2014. 

 

Legislation including the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 impacts on the 

way Council deals with Sites and Areas of Significance to Māori. There are legal 

responsibilities that relate to all archaeological sites, whether they are identified, unknown, 

listed or recorded. Section 42 of the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 makes 

it an offence for anyone to destroy, damage or modify the whole, or any part of any site, if it 

is known or suspected to be an archaeological site. Section 44 of the Act, requires 

applications for an authority to destroy, damage or modify an archaeological site to be made 

to Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga.  

 

The location of recorded archaeological sites in Central Hawke’s Bay as at the date of 

notification of the District Plan are shown on the Planning Maps. This is for information 

purposes only, as an alert to Council and landowners. Landowners are encouraged to search 

the New Zealand Archaeological Association’s database for the latest site record information 

prior to commencing any land disturbance activities. 

 

 

45. The PDP has taken the approach of identifying significant sites and including these in Schedule 

3, along with an associated policy and rule framework, along with an ‘alert layer’ of all 

recorded archaeological sites. In my opinion this approach is appropriate and efficient, 

acknowledging at the same time that there is still more work to do in identifying sites in 

partnership with tangata whenua. 

 

46. The author in paragraph 15.2 discusses the rule framework for scheduled SASM places. In my 

opinion the planning framework in this chapter is appropriate, in that activities with the 

potential to damage or destroy sites need to go through a resource consent process as 

restricted discretionary activities. This provides for a consenting pathway for applicants and 

land owners, while at the same time providing an opportunity for the assessment of impacts 

on the values of the site, and for the avoidance or mitigation of adverse effects. 

 

47. It is potentially problematic that the SASM sites are indicated by only a blue marker, and there 

is no defined extent to the scheduled sites. HNZPT included a submission point that either 

SASMs are given a defined extent, or a buffer area is established around each place.  In the 

absence of a defined extent, there needs to be a clear rule framework of activities within a 

defined buffer area.   
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Conclusion  

48. In Appendix 1 I have presented all the changes I have recommended to the Historic Heritage 

Chapter and related definitions. 

 

 

 
Dean Raymond 
 
Planner  
 

27 July 2022 

 

 

Attachments 

1. Summary Report for Gwavas Summerhouse 

2. Correspondence with Stuart Gibson, Gwavas owner, June 2015 
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APPENDIX 1 - RECOMMENDED CHANGES 

I have listed here the changes I am recommending in addition to the 42A author’s 

recommendations. Amendments are shown in blue font, underlined or strikethrough. 

 

Safety alterations definition  

Safety Alteration - Works necessary to satisfy or increase compliance with the Building Act 2004 and 

Building Code requirements. Safety alterations are for the primary purpose of improving structural 

performance (including seismic strengthening work), fire safety or physical access. Improving 

structural performance includes seismic strengthening work. 

 

Introduction to Historic Heritage chapter  

Further information on these sites can be found on the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga 
website at https://www.heritage.org.nz/the-list Landowners and developers of heritage sites 
containing heritage items are also encouraged to contact Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga 
prior to undertaking any works that might impact on these items and their sites. 
 

Heading/Introduction of Schedule 2 

Note: Further information on sites with a Heritage List/ Rārangi Kōrero number can be found on the 

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga website at https://www.heritage.org.nz/the-list 

 

HH-P3  

HH-P3 To ensure activities avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on the character and values of 
heritage items, including the surroundings which contribute to the values of the heritage item. 
 

HH-R1 – Repairs and maintenance 

Where the following conditions are met: N/A 
a. The work carried out on the building must generally match the original in terms of quality, 

materials and detailing; 
b. Repair of material or of a site should generally be with original or similar materials. However, 

repairs to a technically higher standard than the original workmanship or materials may be 
justified where the life expectancy of the site or material is increased, the new material is 
compatible with the old and any heritage value is not diminished; 
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c. Any materials removed to carry out the repairs must be limited to the amount necessary to 
carry out the works; 

d. The work is for the purposes of keeping the building in good condition; 
e. There must be no damage to the heritage item when undertaking the repairs and 

maintenance, and protective material must be used where necessary to prevent damage 
 
2. Activity status where compliance not achieved: N/A HH-R5 & HH-R6 apply 
 

HH-R3 Internal Safety Alterations 

Category 2 Heritage Items and Uncategorised Heritage Items 
 
1. Activity Status: PER 

Where the following conditions are met: N/A 
 

a. Where seismic strengthening work is proposed it must be identified by a chartered 
professional engineer who has knowledge of the structural characteristics and earthquake 
performance of the type of building being assessed. 

b. The works are required to satisfy or increase compliance with the Building Act 2004 and 
Building Code requirements. 

2. Activity status where compliance not achieved: N/A HH-R5 applies. 
 

HH-AM2  

Whether the relationship of the building with its surroundings the setting is maintained. 

 

Schedule 2 Gwavas Station summerhouse 

HH-3 Gwavas Station Homestead and Garden, including Summerhouse. 
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Summary Report 
Gwavas Station Summerhouse, TIKOKINO 

(List No. 9679)  
 File: 12013-104 

 
Gwavas Station Summerhouse, undated (circa 2014), image provided by the owners  
 

Address 5740 State Highway 50, TIKOKINO 

Legal 
Description 

Lot 1 DP 346310 (CT 546792), Hawkes Bay Land District 

Extent The extent includes part of the land described as Lot 1 DP 346310 (CT 
546792), Hawkes Bay Land District, and the building known as Gwavas 
Station Summerhouse thereon. 
A site visit and further research is required to confirm the exact location of 
the Summerhouse on the land parcel. 

Constructed 
by: 

T Hazlett, builder 

Owners P Reynolds Trustee Limited, Phyllida Gibson and Stuart Barrie Gibson 
 
Summary: 
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Gwavas Station Summerhouse dates from the 1890s or early 1900s and is thought to have 
been built for the owner’s wife, Kathleen Carylon (nee Hill, died 1936, the current owner’s 
great grandmother), who wanted some shade in the garden.1 The Summerhouse is part of 
Gwavas Station which dates from 1858 and comprises two Listed homesteads, a woolshed, 
and a garden of national significance. Made of totara, the Summerhouse has beautiful 
detailed interior woodwork.2 Although now shaded by trees, it is used as a setting for 
wedding photographs. The simple white building is surrounded by a mature garden, including 
bluebells in spring. All these contribute to the Summerhouse’s historical, social and aesthetic 
values. 
 
Gwavas Station dates from 1858 when Major George Gwavas Carylon arrived from Cornwall, 
England. The original homestead dating from about 1861 is entered on the New Zealand 
Heritage List (Category 2, List no. 2754), as is the Homestead built in 1890 (Category 1, List 
No. 173) and the Woolshed (Category 2, List No. 1044). The garden was laid out in the 1880s 
by Arthur Spry Gwavas Carlyon, the second eldest son of George. The Summerhouse was 
built for Arthur’s wife Kathleen in either the 1890s or early 1900s.3 It is said to have been built 
by the station carpenter Mr Hazlett who lived in Tikokino; although the earliest reference to 
his employment in the station accounts is 1905, a Mr Hazlett is reported in various newspaper 
accounts from around 1900 as a builder in Tikokino.4 
 
The Summerhouse is now overshadowed by a red oak planted in 1883.5 The building is an 
eight-sided structure with rusticated weatherboards and corrugated iron roof. The roof was 
originally flat clay tiles, which were replaced with iron about 1970.6 It has an arched opening 
in the front and two pairs of pointed arched openings on each side. It was repiled in 1975, 
and some floor boards near the door were replaced and bearers under the floor were 
repaired in 2008.  
 
Gwavas is still owned by the same family and is now used for bed and breakfast 
accommodation and visits to the house and gardens can be separately made. Gwavas Garden 
is listed as a ‘registered group of historic trees’ with the Royal New Zealand Institute of 
Horticulture and registered as a Garden of National Significance with the New Zealand 
Gardens Trust. In addition to the three buildings entered on the Heritage List, and the 
Summerhouse, there are other historic structures in the grounds, such as a meat safe that 
includes slots for where quail were once hung, a glasshouse designed by C. T. Natusch (the 
designer of the 1890 Homestead), a rain box (outside the glasshouse) that has recorded 
rainfall since 1889, and a family cemetery.7 Another small outdoor building, known as the 
Gun Room, has similar decorative boards under the windows as the summerhouse, which 
may indicate that it was also built by Mr Hazlett about the same time.8 

                                                 
1 Gwavas Homestead website, accessed 25 May 2015, URL: 
http://www.gwavasgarden.co.nz/index.php?CID=100008  
2 Alfresco, 30 April 2009, p. 8, copy on Heritage New Zealand file 12013-104. See Figure 3 in Appendix. 
3 Gwavas Homestead website and Pers. comm. Stuart Gibson to Heritage New Zealand, 2 and 3 June 
2015. Heritage New Zealand file 12013-104 
4 Examples are: Hawkes Bay Herald, 2 April 1901, p. 4; 10 Sep 1901, p. 4; 15 October 1901, p. 4 
5 Pers. comm. Stuart Gibson to Heritage New Zealand, 2 and 3 June 2015 
6 Pers. comm. Stuart Gibson to Heritage New Zealand, 2 and 3 June 2015.  
7 Gwavas website; ‘Circle of Life’, New Zealand Life and Leisure, 60, Mar/Apr 2015, accessed on 25 May 
2015, URL http://nzlifeandleisure.co.nz/circle-of-life/; Ann Packer, Dominion Post, 1 Dec 2010, Travel, 
p. 13, and Alfresco article. 
8 Pers. comm. Stuart Gibson to Heritage New Zealand, 2 and 3 June 2015 

http://www.gwavasgarden.co.nz/index.php?CID=100008
http://nzlifeandleisure.co.nz/circle-of-life/
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Other Names N/A 

Key Physical Dates c.1895-1905 – Construction of Summerhouse 
Uses  Accommodation - Gazebo/summer house 
Associated List 
Entries 

Gwavas Station Homestead and Garden – List No. 173 
Gwavas Station Woolshed – List No. 1044 
Gwavas Station Original Homestead – List No. 2754 

Protection 
Measures 

Not listed in Central Hawke’s Bay District Plan Schedule of Heritage 
Items and Notable Trees 

 
Attachments 
Location information 

 
Location of Gwavas Station Homestead within Hawke’s Bay (Quickmap with Google Earth 
overlay) 
 

http://www.storytours.co.nz/downloads/dominion_article1_12_10.pdf
http://nzlifeandleisure.co.nz/circle-of-life/
http://www.gwavasgarden.co.nz/index.php?CID=100008
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Gwavas Station Homestead location within Central Hawke’s Bay (Quickmap with Google Earth 
overlay) 
 

 
Location of the Homestead and some outbuildings within the land parcel (Central Hawkes Bay 
District Council GIS map, accessed 25 May 2015, URL: 
http://www.intramaps.co.nz/IntraMaps75/ApplicationEngine/Application.aspx?project=CHBD
C&configId=5a28fd19-09af-4b52-a403-4d22ef8a54db ) 
 
 

http://www.intramaps.co.nz/IntraMaps75/ApplicationEngine/Application.aspx?project=CHBDC&configId=5a28fd19-09af-4b52-a403-4d22ef8a54db
http://www.intramaps.co.nz/IntraMaps75/ApplicationEngine/Application.aspx?project=CHBDC&configId=5a28fd19-09af-4b52-a403-4d22ef8a54db
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Images 
 

 
Figure 1: Summerhouse in background, image undated, early 1900s?, image provided by 
owners June 2015 

 

 
Figure 2: Summerhouse (detail), image undated, image provided by owners June 2015 
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Figure 3: Summerhouse (interior detail), image undated, provided by owners June 2015.  
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Dean Raymond

From: Gwavas Garden <info@gwavasgarden.co.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, 2 June 2015 3:39 pm
To: Blyss Wagstaff
Subject: Summerhouse 1
Attachments: IMG_8991.JPG; IMG_8992.JPG; IMG_8993.JPG; CCF01062015_00000.jpg

Hi Blyss 
I tried to send an email to you but it got returned for being too big so will split the attachments into two. 
 
Hi Blyss 
Apologies for the delay in getting back to you, however I have been doing a bit of digging to find out some of the 
history of the Summerhouse. 
Phyll’s parents have always thought that it was built in the mid 1890’s however after looking at photo’s from that 
time I think that it was built in the early to mid 1900’s, after the top storey had been added to the house. Another 
pointer to this date is that it was built by the Station carpenter Tuk Hazlett (not sure of the correct spelling but 
pronounced as Took) who lived in Tikokino. The earliest reference to his employment in the Station accounts is 
1905.  
The roof was originally flat clay tiles, replaced with ‘baby iron’ approximately 1970. It was replied in 1975. A couple 
of floor boards near the door were replaced in 2008 and some of the bearers under the floor repaired at the same 
time.  
It is said to have been built for Phyll’s Great grandmother Kathleen Carlyon because she had no shade to sit after 
lunch.  
The tree you see in the old photo (spindly tree with two faint tufts of green on top) is the very large Quercus rubra 
(Red Oak) that now dwarfs the summerhouse and was planted in 1883. 
Another point of interest is that the building called the gun room ( see attached) which also does not appear in 
photos until after the top storey might have also been built by Tuk Hazlett. A clue might be the detail under the 
window sill which is the same as under the windows of the summer house, though the summerhouse patern is a 
little more stretch as the window were larger. 
At this stage we would have no objection to the Summerhouse being reinstated onto the heritage list. It is presently 
uninsured and in the future the large oak next to it, that is not in great health, might need arborist attention to avoid 
branchs possibly dropping onto it. The family over the years have already had arborist work carried out  to ensure 
that the Summerhouse would not be damaged by falling branches etc, however in the last few years the oaks health 
has declined. Would like to discuss this with you should you think that it is still worthy of being included on your list. 
Hope this info is of use to you. 
Cheers 
Stuart Gibson 
 
 

 
 
5740 State Highway 50 
Tikokino 
Central Hawke's Bay 
 
P: +64 6 856 5810 
F: +64 6 856 5812 
E:  info@gwavasgarden.co.nz 
W: www.gwavasgarden.co.nz 
 
Postal Address 
Gwavas Garden 
R D 4 
Waipawa  4274 
New Zealand 
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