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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Jennifer Susan May. I hold the position of Director at 

Heritage Management Services. I have been in this position since January 

2002. I hold a BA and a BA (Hons First Class) from the University of 

Canterbury with a major in architectural history.  

1.2 I have twenty four years’ experience in heritage management.  I am also a 

full member of ICOMOS (NZ) Te Mana O Nga Pouwhenua O Te Ao, the 

International Council on Monuments and Sites and a full member of the 

Institute of Directors.  I have attended a number of professional 

development courses relating to heritage conservation nationally and 

internationally since graduating from the University of Canterbury. 

1.3 I have also been engaged by Christchurch City Council to provide evidence 

relating to the assessment process for the current proposed Replacement 

District Plan (pRDP) listings for heritage items.  My evidence one behalf of 

the Council is specifically in response to site specific submissions on 

matters relating to individual heritage listings.  

1.4 I have read the Environment Court's Code of Conduct and agree to comply 

with it. My qualifications as an expert are set out above. I confirm that the 

issues addressed in this statement of evidence are within my area of 

expertise.  

1.5 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in the part of the evidence in which I express my 

opinions. I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that 

might alter or detract from the opinions I have expressed.  

1.6 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

(a) The evidence of Dr Ann McEwan and Ms Amanda Ohs on behalf of 

Christchurch City Council, both dated 2 December 2015. 

(b) The evidence of Anthony Wright, Director of Canterbury Museum 

dated 10 December 2015. 
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(c) The Statement of Significance for Canterbury Museum HID 474 

dated 10/11/2014  

(d) Appendix 4 of the Section 32 Report for Chapter 9 – Natural and 

Cultural Heritage.  

(e) ICOMOS NZ Charter 2010 

(f) Lochhead, I “Commemorating the Pioneers: the Canterbury 

Centennial Memorial and the Canterbury Museum”, Proceedings of 

the 2015 Architecture in the 1950s”  symposium, Victoria University 

2 SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

2.1 My evidence is focussed on the proposed heritage listing of the Canterbury 

Museum, Rolleston Avenue, Christchurch. In particular, I address the 

following key issues: 

(a) Whether the general methodology used for identifying, assessing and 

listing heritage items is appropriate. 

(b) An assessment of the buildings at Canterbury Museum, Rolleston 

Avenue, including an assessment against the identified significance 

criteria and thresholds. 

3 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

3.1 My evidence has considered the significance of the heritage values 

ascribed to the Canterbury Museum as a whole complex, with regard to the 

Council’s proposed Revised District Plan (pRDP) assessment matters for 

statements of significance of each item.   

3.2 I do not agree with the Council’s assessment process with regard to the 

listing of the Museum. Therefore, in assessing the submission by the 

Canterbury Museum Trust Board, I have considered the listing as per 

Appendix 9.3.6.1 Schedules of Significant Historic Heritage Places HID474 

(attached as Appendix 1) and the evidence of Dr Ann McEwan, the 

Council’s expert witness, and further submission of Dr Ian Lochhead and 

Dr Lynne Lochhead and Historic Places Canterbury, # 5011.  
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3.3 The key conclusions I draw from my consideration of the submission are 

that the assessment process for the evaluation of heritage significance has 

not been applied in a consistent manner to the listing process for the 

Canterbury Museum as a single entity rather than consideration of it as a 

series of component parts.  As a consequence I cannot support the 

Council’s listing of the Canterbury Museum as a single entity.  It is a 

complex structure built over time through the addition of extensions and 

buildings within its land footprint.  

4 BACKGROUND 

4.1 I attended Expert Conferencing on Tuesday 10 November 2015 and 

Mediations on 18 November 2015 and 9 December 2015 with respect to 

discussion on the submission for the relief sought by the Canterbury 

Museum. I have undertaken a number of site visits relating to the 

submission. I also attended a site visit with Dr Ann McEwan the Council’s 

expert witness, Canterbury Museum Director Anthony Wright and Deputy 

Director Jennifer Storer. 

5 GENERAL ASSESSMENT METHODLOGY  

5.1 Appendix 4 of the Section 32 Report for Chapter 9 – Natural and Cultural 

Heritage sets out the methodology that has been followed by Christchurch 

City Council for the identification, assessment, and listing of heritage items 

in the Proposed District Plan.  

5.2 The property has been considered for listing under the four thresholds for 

overall high significance which are:  

(a) One criterion or more met at a high level 

(b) Has overall heritage value that means it is of high significance to the 

Christchurch District (Christchurch and Banks Peninsula) because it 

conveys important aspects of its contextual/ thematic development and 

thereby make an important contribution to its sense of place and 

identity, AND; 
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(c) Has strongly credible and truthful evidence (documentary and physical 

fabric) (see ICOMOS definition for authenticity1) to justify that it is of 

overall high significance to the Christchurch District, AND; 

(d) Overall the item is particularly whole or intact including its meaning and 

sense of place as well as physical fabric to strongly and clearly 

demonstrate it is of high significance (see ICOMOS New Zealand 

Charter 2010 definition for Integrity2) to the Christchurch District.  

5.3 Before the four thresholds were considered, the building was first assessed 

under each of the six heritage assessment criteria in the Statement of 

Significance Template, as set out below 

(i)               HISTORICAL AND SOCIAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Historical and social values that demonstrate or are associated with: a 

particular person, group, organisation, institution, event, phase or activity; 

the continuity and/or change of a phase or activity; social, historical, 

traditional, economic, political or other patterns. 

(ii) CULTURAL AND SPIRITUAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Cultural and spiritual values that demonstrate or are associated with the 

distinctive characteristics of a way of life, philosophy, tradition, religion, or 

other belief, including: the symbolic or commemorative value of the place; 

significance to Tangata Whenua; and/or associations with an identifiable 

group and esteemed by this group for its cultural values. 

(iii) ARCHITECTURAL AND AESTHETIC SIGNIFICANCE 

Architectural and aesthetic values that demonstrate or are associated 

with: a particular style, period or designer, design values, form, scale, 

colour, texture and material of the place. 

                                                
1 ICOMOS NZ Charter 2010 Definitions p.9: Authenticity means the credibility or truthfulness of the 
surviving evidence and knowledge of the cultural heritage value of a place. Relevant evidence includes 
form and design, substance and fabric, technology and craftsmanship, location and surroundings, 
context and setting, use and function, traditions, spiritual essence, and sense of place, and includes 
tangible and intangible values. Assessment of authenticity is based on identification and analysis of 
relevant evidence and knowledge, and respect for its cultural context.” 
2 ICOMOS NZ Charter 2010 Definitions p.10: Integrity means the wholeness or intactness of a place, 
including its meaning and sense of place, and all the tangible and intangible attributes and elements 
necessary to express its cultural heritage value. 
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(iv) TECHNOLOGICAL AND CRAFTSMANSHIP SIGNIFICANCE 

Technological and craftsmanship values that demonstrate or are 

associated with: the nature and use of materials, finishes and/or 

technological or constructional methods which were innovative, or of 

notable quality for the period. 

(v) CONTEXTUAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Contextual values that demonstrate or are associated with: a 

relationship to the environment (constructed and natural), a landscape, 

setting, group, precinct or streetscape; a degree of consistency in terms 

of type, scale, form, materials, texture, colour, style and/or detail; 

recognised landmarks and landscape which are recognised and 

contribute to the unique identity of the environment. 

(vi) ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND SCIENTIFIC SIGNIFICANCE 

Archaeological or scientific values that demonstrate or are associated 

with: the potential to provide information through physical or scientific 

evidence an understanding about social historical, cultural, spiritual, 

technological or other values of past events, activities, structure or people. 

5.4 I agree in general with the Council’s assessment methodology as noted 

above for the assessment of heritage items. Where I differ is applying that 

methodology to the Museum as a whole complex as one single listing, 

rather than consideration of the identified component parts that form the 

buildings of the Museum complex.   

5.5 While the Museum is regarded by Council, and submitters Dr Ian Lochhead 

and Dr Lynne Lochhead and Historic Places Canterbury as a single entity, 

mappings of the buildings and a study of the roof forms indicates that the 

built areas over time have been undertaken in individual forms. These 

forms allow a careful analysis of the area and dates each built component 

was made.  

Attached as Appendix A is a series of plans showing the Stages of growth 

of the Museum and the dates when each building was built, dating from 

1870 (Stage 1) through to 1995 (Stage 14).    
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6 ASSESSMENT OF CANTERBURY MUSEUM  

6.1 The listing in the pRDP by the Council rates all sections of the Museum as 

being of equal heritage value and assigns a level of high significance to the 

Museum as a total complex. Such a listing in my opinion does not evaluate 

correctly the distinctions found within a complex of multiple buildings and 

extension of varying ages, uses styles, social and architectural history and 

quality.  This then does not address the Council’s Threshold Assessment 

as it is intended in my opinion, in particular the matters noted in 5.2.(c) and 

(d) above relating to matters of integrity and authenticity as outlined in the 

ICOMOS NZ Charter 2010.   

6.3. As noted in Anthony Wright’s evidence (1.6) the Museum’s initial submission 

sought relief that would see the listing for Canterbury Museum and Setting 

amended to exclude the Centennial Memorial Wing and the Roger Duff Wing. 

I do not support this. They have since modified that position to seek that the 

façade only of the Centennial Wing is retained and the façade of the Roger 

Duff Wing retained only in part (1.7). I would support the notion that the 

Centennial Memorial Wing should be listed in its entirety and the Roger Duff 

Wing as a façade only.  Both should be listed separately and at the lower level 

of listing, that is as ‘Significant’ leaving the 19th century sections listed as being 

of ‘High Significance’.  

6.4. I understand and agree with the notion that it is best practice internationally to 

list heritage items in their entirety as the interior of a building is as significant 

in the determination of heritage values as the exterior. I also support the 

ICMOMS (NZ) 2010 Charters principles as outlined in "Fixtures, fittings, and 

contents" (Article 13).   However I would argue that in order to list interiors a 

thorough assessment of the interior should be undertaken within the 

assessment for listing and the determination made clear in the statement of 

significance.   

6.5. In 5.60 of her evidence Ms Ohs notes that in her view, “…interiors have been 

identified and assessed and are adequately addressed in the Statements of 

Significance, in order to justify the identification and protection of heritage 

Items as a whole.”  In my opinion I do not feel that this is reflected in anyway 

in the significance assessment statement HID474 for the Museum.  
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6.6. Over time interiors do get modified and some to the point that while the 

intangible evidence remains little of the tangible evidence does.  This is 

discussed in the evidence of Ms Amanda Ohs and at 5.58 she notes that 

“…not all interior fabric is necessarily heritage fabric or of heritage value and 

that she does ….not consider it appropriate to require the same level of 

protection for non-heritage fabric as for heritage fabric.” I would argue that this 

is the case with the Centennial and Duff building/wing.   

6.7. The Museum’s interior in general has been steadily altered as needs and 

museological requirements changed.  I would argue that the interiors of the 

Centennial Memorial Wing and the Roger Duff Wing now contain, other than 

their structural load bearing walls, only remnants of their original interior form 

and fabric. Furthermore the originally intended use of these spaces either no 

longer exist or are extensively altered. 

6.8. In my opinion, it is not age that dictates the need to distinguish the 

nineteenth century buildings from the twentieth century in terms of an 

appropriate assignment of significance, but the fact that the 19th century 

sections of the Museum are its founding aesthetic form and it was this form 

that set the stylistic conventions for later building such as the Centennial 

Wing.  The Duff wing of course breaks from that tradition making a nod to 

past building aesthetic only in its use of material. 

6.9. The Museum is a living entity, with its growth and change over time forming 

part of its tangible and intangible heritage value. In his recent paper 

“Commemorating the Pioneers: the Canterbury Centennial Memorial and the 

Canterbury Museum”, architectural historian Dr Ian Lochhead notes in his 

discussion regarding the growth and changes to the Museum over time, that 

the Museum’s “…nineteenth century buildings, all designed by Benjamin 

Mountfort were erected between 1869 and 1882 in the Gothic Revival style 

and formed a stylistically integrated group with Mountfort’s adjacent buildings 

for Canterbury College.”3  In the Director of the Museum’s report of 1949-50, 

discussing the competition for the design of the centennial wing this is further 

emphasised “Competitors were all faced the double problem of providing, in 

a limited space a modern building twice the floor area of the present 

                                                

3 Lochhead, I “Commemorating the Pioneers: the Canterbury Centennial Memorial and the Canterbury 

Museum”, Proceedings of the 2015 Architecture in the 1950s”  symposium, Victoria University p.44 
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museum without losing the character of Mountford’s (sic) 1870 Gothic 

conception….”4  My point here is that there exists clear acknowledgement 

that these are a group of integrated buildings, designed by architects of note 

and not simply a single building with a series of extensions.  

6.10. Canterbury Museum is the last major New Zealand Museum that still 

occupies its original home. To continue this occupation and continue to meet 

ongoing changes in museum practices, the Museum has had to grow and 

change. This has been an on-going part of its history noting that the annual 

report of 1949-50 stated while it had once been “the finest south of the line”  

it had been “…taken over by its counterparts in Dunedin Wellington and 

Auckland, whose modern buildings were larger and better adapted to the 

changing nature of modern museums.” 5   As current Director Anthony Wright 

notes in his evidence, the same issue exists today.  

6.11.  Such change has both added to, and detracted from, its physical heritage 

value.  Thus while I would agree with the Council that all parts of the 

Museum have (to greater or lesser degree), heritage values that speak of the 

development and growth of the Museum, I would not agree that all areas are 

of equal value. The Council’s assessment of significance HID 474 does not 

address this and in particular does not address the effects of change on the 

internal heritage values of the Museum’s multiplicity of buildings that form the 

complex of today. I would argue that a detailed assessment and comparative 

analysis would show that there are range of values and that this should be 

factored into the listing process.  I believe this would clearly distinguish the 

Duff and Centennial buildings/extensions as of lesser heritage value.  As Dr 

McEwan notes, a conservation plan, a tool she places emphasis on in her 

evidence, would likely proffer an evaluation of the Roger Duff Wing that 

“…would identify a level of heritage significance that is lower than those 

features that remain intact from the Mountfort-era building programme.”6    

6.12. The not inconsiderable change over time at the Museum, in my opinion, has 

affected the ability to read and understand the Museum as a unified whole as 

the Council listing would suggest it should be considered.  I believe the 

Museum complex expresses distinct and individual buildings externally of 

                                                
4 Ibid, p.45 
5 Ibid, p.44 
6 Evidence of  Dr Ann McEwan 6.15 
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varying heritage value rather, than as viewed by the Council, a series of 

extensions that present a unified whole of equal value.  Physical evidence, 

such as roof forms, external walls visible internally, separate foundations and 

self-supporting earlier sections remain as a series of individual buildings to 

support this notion. However it is arguable that the Duff wing is a fully 

conceived separate building given that an extension to the south facade 

facing the Botanic Gardens had been considered earlier. This was later 

undertaken with a continuation of a façade in a contemporary style rather 

than a copy of the original Victorian Gothic.  As this appears to have been 

conceived of as an extension of the south facing Mountfort façade, it may 

well be more appropriate to consider the listing of the Duff wing as a façade 

only. 

6.13. Internally it is harder to read the true and distinct physical value of the variety 

of buildings and extensions that comprise the internal layout of the museum. 

There are clear distinct areas such as the Mountfort Gallery and the Bird 

Hall, but, for the most part, the interior of the Museum reflects a series of 

constant and inconsistent levels of change and regard (or not) for heritage 

values. This change reflects different eras, practices and needs that are not 

necessarily sympathetic to the heritage values, and this should subsequently 

be reflected in my opinion in the level of listing.  

6.14. The following section of my evidence provides an assessment of the 

Canterbury Museum, Rolleston Ave, against:  

(a) comparative examples of split listings within one complex or building; 

and  

(b) the significance criteria used in the Statement of Significance that 

relates to this building as outlined in section 4 above.   

Split listings on other sites 

6.15. In other large sites such as the Arts Centre and Christ’s College, the Council 

acknowledge the different levels of significance within a complex of 

buildings. Both complexes contain a series of interconnected buildings that 

are listed individually and not as a single entity of one value.   



DOP-124207-1-22-V3 Page 11/15 

6.16. I note that Dr McEwan in her evidence at 6.7 states that “Best practice 

heritage assessment considers the heritage values of a building in its entirety 

and does not isolate or dismiss later additions, which will generally be part of 

the historical and social significance of a heritage place and may embody 

other heritage qualities, including cultural, architectural, and contextual 

value.” I would concur with Dr McEwan’s view as a good practice heritage 

principle, but this view is in my opinion inconsistent with approach adopted 

by Council in relation to other buildings in Appendix 9.3.6.1 Schedules of 

Significant Historic Heritage as noted within my evidence.    

6.17. Dr McEwan goes on in section 6.7. to state that “…in the case of the 

neighbouring Christ’s College heritage precinct, the former Big School has 

been assessed as having high overall significance and this listing includes 

both the original 1863 structure and the major additions made in 1958 and 

1989-90.”  However, Dr McEwan does not note that within the Christ’s 

College complex there is a clear inconsistency with this approach.   

6.18. The Council lists the 1925 Memorial Dining Hall as of ‘High Significance’7 

then as a separate listing, lists the addition to the 1925 Memorial Dining Hall 

of the 1986 Administration wing, at a lower level of ‘Significant’.8 The Council 

listing of the Dining Hall notes that:  “The high architectural significance of 

the Dining Hall is due to the Collegiate Gothic aesthetic employed in its 

design and association with noted architect Cecil Wood and later 

administration additions by Warren and Mahoney.” The Council clearly 

considers in its evaluation that the Administration addition is an integral part 

of the Dining Hall building yet it is as noted treated as a separate building 

and listing.  

6.19. The 1925 Christ’s College Dining Hall Tower and Hospital, integrated into the 

rear of the Dining Hall are also listed separately.9 They were designed by the 

same architect Cecil Wood, built at the same date and read as one building 

but are distinct entities and the separate listing is appropriate.  However, 

such assessments are contradictory when you consider the Council’s listing 

of the Museum as a single entity and in my opinion this sets a precedent for 

                                                
7 Appendix 9.3.6.1 Schedules of Significant Historic Heritage Places HID479 
8 Appendix 9.3.6.1 Schedules of Significant Historic Heritage Places HID616 
9 Appendix 9.3.6.1 Schedules of Significant Historic Heritage Places HID617 
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separate levels of listing appropriate to the heritage values of different 

buildings or alterations/extensions within one complex.   

6.20. Inconsistency in the Council’s approach to the listing of heritage buildings as 

whole entities as part of best practice heritage assessment is also found in 

the listing the former Beath’s Department Store, Appendix 9.3.6.1 Schedules 

of Significant Historic Heritage Places HID90.  While this may be an 

appropriate approach for this building the Museum is not seeking to 

undertake an assessment of heritage values at this level for its site.  I simply 

cite this example to qualify my point that precedents exist in the proposed 

District Plan for careful consideration of the level of heritage value in any one 

site or complex rather than the blanket listing of a complex or site giving it 

overall equal value.   

6.21. As noted in Dr McEwan’s evidence at point 6.17, she considers that “…the 

Council’s Statement of Significance for Canterbury Museum is predicated on 

an understanding that mid-20th century additions to a heritage building can 

have heritage significance in their own right.”  I would agree with this 

statement only in so far as they may well have heritage values in their own 

right, but they should be evaluated and considered in their own right as an 

individual built elements not as part of the entire complex and necessarily of 

equal value.  

Review of significance assessment and thresholds 

6.22. With regard to the six assessment significance criteria used by the Council to 

evaluate the heritage value of the Museum, I concur with their statement that 

the “…Canterbury Museum has high historical and social significance as one 

of the oldest purpose built museum buildings in New Zealand to have been 

in continuous use since it was opened and for its association with noted 

geologist Julius Von Haast and museum director Dr Roger Duff.”  I think 

there is no argument that under this criteria the Museum is of considerable 

historical and social significance as an entity. As noted above, I simply 

believe that the Roger Duff and 1958 Memorial buildings should be 

evaluated individually not as part of the complex as a single entity.  

6.23. I would also concur with the Council assessment that the Canterbury 

Museum as an entity “…has high cultural significance as Canterbury's 

leading museum and for its reflection of the changing cultural function of 
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museums.”  Again I simply believe that the Roger Duff and 1958 Memorial 

buildings should be evaluated individually not as part of the complex as a 

single entity with regard to this matter.  

6.24. The Council contends that the Canterbury Museum has “…high architectural 

and aesthetic significance due to its 19th century Gothic Revival design by 

leading Canterbury architect Benjamin Mountfort and for its 1950s and 1970s 

additions that reflect the changing needs of the museum over time.” It does 

not undertake a comparative analysis to justify the inclusion of the later 

additions as architectural or aesthetic entities in their own right or consider 

the threshold effects in relation to effects these have on authenticity and 

integrity. Equally as noted above in this criterion there is no assessment 

discussion of the interior fabric and its current level of perceived or real 

heritage value. 

6.25. With regard to technological and craftsmanship significance and value, the 

Council seems to ignore in its assessment evaluation the Roger Duff and 

Centennial buildings suggesting it does not believe they have technological 

and craftsmanship significance and value.  Instead it focuses on what the 

building might reveal about “…19th century masonry construction 

methodologies, materials and Gothic Revival detailing….”  The evaluation 

then references only the construction methods and materials employed in 

the twentieth century structural upgrade – arguably an action that saved the 

Museum in the 2010-11 earthquakes but also arguably an action and design 

that destroyed a considerable amount of the heritage values of the earlier 

forms.   

6.26. I concur with the Council’s evaluation of the contextual criterion - there is no 

doubt that in all its forms the Museum makes a valuable contribution to the 

overall context of the immediate area. Equally the Museum has some 

archaeological significance however I would strongly argue that as the 

threshold for this under the Heritage New Zealand Act is pre 1900 this then 

negates ascribing archaeological value to the Roger Duff or Centennial 

buildings patricianly as the grounds will have been well disturbed in the 

building of these areas. 

6.27. With regard to the Threshold Significance I believe that a re-evaluation of the 

Museum under the Council’s six individual significance criterion would bring 
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a different result in terms of the overall level of significance.  This is a 

qualified statement as until a full re-evaluation and a comparative analysis is 

made considering the built elements as individual entities and an 

assessment evaluation of the heritage values of the interior elements I do not 

believe an accurate assessment can be made as to the level of heritage 

values.  

Response to other submissions 

6.28. I note the further submission of Dr Ian Lochhead and Dr Lynne Lochhead 

and Historic Places Canterbury, # 5011 which requests that the Museum is 

listed in its entirety as one complex and have nothing further to add in 

discussion of that submission other than I concur that the later areas of the 

Museum do have heritage value but as noted in the discussion above this 

should not in my opinion be evaluated as one entity but as a large complex 

with individual parts of varying heritage value.  

7. CONCLUSION 

7.1. In conclusion I am of the opinion that the Canterbury Museum would meet 

the threshold significance as outlined in Appendix 4 of the Section 32 Report 

for Chapter 9 – Natural and Cultural Heritage, as a complex of built 

elements.  However, I do not agree as the Council contends and as 

discussed above, that the Museum meets the significance thresholds as one 

single entity at one level, but rather as a group of clearly distinct built 

elements with a range of assessable heritage values across the assessment 

criteria for listing at two different levels. 

7.2. To provide some relief for the matters the Museum Trust Board seeks in its 

submission, I would recommend, given my discussion above that the Roger 

Duff Wing and 1958 Centennial Wing should be listed as separate entities 

and should be listed at the lower level of “significant”.  This may well require 

Council to undertake a re-evaluation of these areas to achieve this outcome.  

 

Jennifer May 

10 December 2015 

  



 

APPENDIX A 

Stages of Museum Growth 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Benjamin Mountfort

1 level with mezzanine and 
lean-to addition to north

corrugated steel roofi ng, 
halswell basalt, random 
square bolstered stones 
in courses, timber roof 
structure

stage 1: 1870

stages of museum growth

Architect:  

Description: 

Construction: 

Total Floor Area:  525 sqm



Benjamin Mountfort

2 storey addition

halswell basalt in random 
rubble brought to course. 
port hills trachyte stone 
detailing. corrugated steel 
roofi ng on timber roof 
structure. timber fi rst fl oor 
structure.

  525  sqm

  515  sqm

1040  sqm

stage 2: 1872

stages of museum growth

Architect:  

Description: 

Construction: 

Existing Buildings:

New Addition:

Total Floor Area:  



Maori Artists:  

Description: 

Construction: 

Hoani Taahu and Tamati 
Ngakaho

single level carved meeting 
house interior for display of 
maori taonga

concrete slab, timber 
framing, corrugated steel 
wall and roof cladding

Existing Buildings:

New Addition:

Total Floor Area:  

1040  spm

  137  sqm

1177  sqm

stage 3 (whare whakairo): 1874

stages of museum growth



Architect:  

Description: 

Construction: 

Benjamin Mountfort

2 level south wing - ground 
fl oor offi ces, fi rst fl oor 
exhibition space.   
1 level east wing - exhibition 
space with mezzanine

port hills trachyte walls in 
random squared coursed 
rubble with dressed oamaru 
stone detailing. slste roofi ng 
with glazed skylights.

Existing Buildings:

New Addition:

Total Floor Area:  

1177  spm

1260  sqm

2437  sqm

stage 4: 1877

stages of museum growth



Architect:  

Description: 

Construction: 

Benjamin Mountfort

new entrance porch

port hills trachyte columns 
with dressed oamaru stone. 
slate roofi ng.

Existing Buildings:

New Addition:

Total Floor Area:  

  spm

   sqm

 sqm

stage 5: 1878

stages of museum growth



Architect:  

Description: 

Construction: 

Benjamin Mountfort

courtyard roofed between 
existing 1870 and 1877 
wings. Whare Whakairo 
relocated to west side of 
1870 gallery.

stone north wall, corrugated 
steel roofi ng on timber 
trusses supported off 
existing walls

Existing Buildings:

New Addition:

Total Floor Area:  

2437  spm

  420  sqm

2857  sqm

stage 6: 1882

stages of museum growth



Architect:  

Description: 

Construction: 

new shelter for blue whale 
skeleton

corrugated iron clad timber 
framed structure

Existing Buildings:

New Addition:

Total Floor Area:  

 spm

 sqm

 sqm

stage 7: 1910

stages of museum growth



Architect:  

Description: 

Construction: 

E W Armstrong

single level exhibition 
spaces with basement 
storage

concrete slab, brick wall 
construction, concrete and 
steel roof, glazed skylights

Existing Buildings:

New Addition:

Total Floor Area:  

2857 spm

1590 sqm

4447 sqm

stage 8 (robert mcdougall art gallery): 1932

stages of museum growth



Architect:  

Description: 

Construction: 

prefabricated room for 
display of relief model

corrugated iron roofi ng, 
timber framed structure

Existing Buildings:

New Addition:

Total Floor Area:  

 spm

 sqm

 sqm

stage 9: 1940

stages of museum growth



Architect:  

Description: 

Construction: 

Miller White Dunn

centennial wing - single / 
double storey exhibition 
spaces with 3 storey offi ce 
area to west and lecture 
theatre along east. 

whare whakairo - dismantled

reinforced concrete wall 
construction, steel frames, 
asbestos roofi ng, stone 
veneer replica cladding to 
street frontage.

Existing Buildings:

New Addition:

Whare Removed:

Total Floor Area:  

4447 spm

4015 sqm

-147 sqm

8315 sqm

stage 10: 1958

stages of museum growth



Architect:  

Description: 

Construction: 

Christchurch City Council

night entry and store added 
to east facade of gallery. 
openings created in original 
walls.

concrete block and brick 
wall

Existing Buildings:

New Addition:

Total Floor Area:  

8315 spm

  115 sqm

8430 sqm

stage 11: 1962

stages of museum growth



Architect:  

Description: 

Construction: 

John Hendry

4 storey addition comprises 
exhibition spaces, storage 
and research library

concrete frame, insitu slab, 
precast aggregate panels, 
fl at roof.

Existing Buildings:

New Addition:

Total Floor Area:  

  8430 spm

  3380 sqm

11,810 sqm

stage 12 (roger duff wing): 1977

stages of museum growth



Architect:  

Description: 

Construction: 

Christchurch City Council

2 storey offi ce addition 
to north. new opening in 
existing wall. new basement 
areas formed.

concrete block roof, timber 
walls and interior framing, 
aluminium curtain walls

Existing Buildings:

New Addition:

Total Floor Area:  

11,810 spm

    655 sqm

12,465 sqm

stage 13 (canaday wing): 1985

stages of museum growth



Architect:  

Description: 

Construction: 

Christchurch City Council

infi ll of courtyard space 
with 5 storey building for 
exhibitions, storage and 
laboratories.

concrete column and beam 
structure with concrete 
slabs over double tee 
fl ooring system.

Existing Buildings:

New Addition:

Total Floor Area:  

12,465 spm

   2505 sqm

14,970 sqm

stage 14: 1995

stages of museum growth

earthquake strengthening of 
pre 1900 buildings 

1987-1995



composite historic plan

stages of museum growth


