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INTRODUCTION 

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. I have 

the following relevant qualifications and experience. 

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. 

3 I have been engaged by Carter Group Limited to provide evidence 

relating to the site specific matters of their submission as discussed 

in the points below.   

4 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in 

the Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it in 

preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it in presenting 

evidence at this hearing. The evidence that I give is within my area 

of expertise except where I state that my evidence is given in 

reliance on another person’s evidence. I have considered all material 

facts that are known to me that might alter or detract from the 

opinions that I express in this evidence.  

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

5 My evidence addresses the site specific relief sought by Carter Group 

Limited (CGL). It addresses specific heritage matters in the proposed 

Revised District Plan (pRDP) in relation to the following sites: 

(a) Cathedral Square heritage items 609 and 98; 

(b) Heritage Item 90; 

(c) Heritage Item 1279. 
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Cathedral Square Heritage Items 

6 CGL made a submission in relation to Heritage Item 609 

(Commercial Building and Setting, Former Chief Post Office) and 

Heritage Item 98 (Cathedral Square and Setting) as listed in 

Appendix 9.3.6.1. Schedule of Significant Historic Heritage Places, 

and on the heritage maps at Appendix 9.3.6.5. The relief sought by 

CGL is to amend the heritage maps at Appendix 9.3.6.5. to clarify 

the extent of the heritage settings in the Cathedral Square area 

generally and in particular the extent of the heritage settings relating 

to heritage items 609 and 98.  

7 My understanding is that CGL are concerned that it is difficult to 

ascertain the extent of some heritage settings on the maps, 

particularly where there are a number in close proximity to each 

other. CGL sought clarification of whether land it owns in the square 

(the site formerly known as the Regent building) is affected by either 

of the heritage settings noted.  

8 An informal mediation meeting was held in the Council Offices on the 

27th of November 2015 between myself and Jeremy Philips for CGL 

and senior heritage advisers Fiona Wykes and Amanda Ohs to 

discuss the site specific submission points noted in paragraphs 5(a), 

5(b), 5(c) above.  

9 The outcome of that meeting has been outlined in the evidence in 

chief of Ms Amanda Ohs, dated 2nd December 2015, at point 12.1. 

where Ms Ohs notes that the matter was raised and discussed in 

informal mediation.  She states in her evidence that she “…can 

confirm that the setting of the former Post Office consists of the 

footprint of the building, and that neither that setting nor the setting 

for Cathedral Square items, nor the Cathedral Square heritage item 

outline encroach into the adjacent former Regent Building property 

owned by CGL”.  Ms Ohs also noted that she has provided this 

confirmation to Jeremy Philips (CGL).  It is my understanding that 

this now satisfies the submission point and provides the relief sought 

by CGL. 
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Beath’s Department Store 

10 CGL made a submission point in relation to Heritage Item 90, the 

former Beath’s Department Store (also known as Arthurs Barnett’s) 

as listed in Appendix 9.3.6.1. The relief sought is to retain the 

description and extent of heritage item 90 as notified in the pRDP. 

11 The listing in Appendix 9.3.6.1 is specific in its description of the 

Beath’s Department Store listing: “Former Beath’s Department Store 

in respect of the following features only: (a) The Cashel Street 

facade above the veranda level (including the parapet, the multi 

paned windows above the veranda level) and being approximately 

18.8 metres from the northwest corner of the site. (b) The Colombo 

Street facade above the veranda level (including the parapet, the 

multi paned windows above the veranda level) being approximately 

24 metres in length from the northwest corner of the site and the 

1933 building facade return on the south end (being approximately 

1.5 metres in length). (c) The existing (1933) street veranda on 

Cashel and Colombo Streets including the diagonal metal supports, 

decorative copper fascias, metal soffit linings and decorative 'flower' 

bosses. (d) The ""Starmart"" Colombo Street shop front being the 

bronzed metal sections, diagonally intersected fan light, the 

decorative metal panels and metal framed exterior light. (e) The 2 

metal display cases on the granite faced columns”. 

12 As a result of the informal mediation meeting held in the Council 

Offices on the 27th of November 2015, senior heritage adviser Fiona 

Wykes noted she understood that the Council had not received any 

submissions in opposition to the listing as outlined in pRDP Appendix 

9.3.6.1. Ms Wykes has subsequently confirmed that this was correct 

by telephone on 5th December 2015.  It is my understanding that this 

now satisfies the submission point and provides the relief sought by 

CGL. 

High Street Triangles 

13 CGL’s submission seeks to have the High Street Triangle corner sites 

(Heritage Items  1359, 1281, 1362, 1279, 272, 1282, 1362) 

removed from the heritage items list and settings list at Appendix 

9.3.6.1. CGL’s primary concern appears to be that adjacent 

developments would be affected by the rules. In particular CGL seeks 



 
 

4 
 

the removal of heritage item 1279 and heritage setting 334 

from the schedule and maps. I understand CGL owns land 

immediately adjacent to that triangle.  

14 This matter was also discussed at the informal mediation meeting 

held in the Council Offices on the 27th of November 2015. The 

outcome of that meeting has been outlined in the statement of 

evidence of Ms Amanda Ohs, dated 2nd of December 2015, at 

paragraph 9.26.  Ms Ohs noted at the meeting and in her statement 

of evidence that she disagrees with the relief sought by this 

submission, as she considers the High Street Triangles meet the 

threshold for listing. In this regard I concur with Ms Ohs and I am 

also in agreement with the Council’s Heritage Assessment 

Methodology for the High Street Triangles. 

15 The Council’s general assessment for the High Street Triangles notes 

that the “…High Street Triangles are the five reserves formed by High 

Street crossing Colombo, Cashel, Lichfield and Tuam Streets. High 

Street was plotted on the 1849-50 city grid by Edward Jollie in order 

to allow direct access to the Sumner, Lyttelton and Ferrymead areas. 

The formation of the triangles was a result of the development of a 

roadway to connect the City to Sumner creating a diagonal across a 

grid layout. Originally the triangles served as a location for essentials 

such as wells, water troughs and a taxi stand. In more recent times 

the triangles have converted to providing inner city recreational 

space with fountains, plantings and seating”.   

16 The Council has undertaken specific assessments for each individual 

triangle noting in the overall assessment for the specific triangle in 

question, Heritage Item 1279, the reserve at the corner of High 

Street and the south side of Cashel Street and its setting, that it is 

“…of overall significance …. for the contribution it makes to the urban 

landscape of the central city”. I concur with the overall assessment 

statement noting that the triangle in question is one of five triangles 

through the High Street intersections and is therefore one element in 

a specific group and its significance lies in the overall context.  

17 I believe that the rule in the operative Christchurch City Plan that 

impacted on new buildings located adjacent to a heritage place did 

not form part of the notified Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions 
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or Central City provisions.  Thus there would be no effect on the 

submitter’s adjacent site through the listing of the triangle Heritage 

Item 1279. Ms Ohs notes this at paragraph 9.27 in her evidence in 

chief stating that “There is no impact on adjacent owners in terms of 

the listing and the associated provisions”.  However there may well 

still be concerns held by the submitter relating to this listing through 

other areas of the pRDP.  Mr Phillips will address this submission 

point further in his planning evidence for CGL.  

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

18 In summary I believe that the relief sought by the CGL site specific 

submission points has been addressed with respect to the following 

heritage matters: 

(a) Cathedral Square heritage items 609 and 98: this 

submission point has been clarified through informal mediation 

with the confirmation of the boundary of the relevant specific 

heritage settings by the Council’s senior heritage adviser 

Amanda Ohs.  

(b) Heritage Item 90: this submission point has been addressed 

through informal mediation with the confirmation by senior 

heritage adviser Fiona Wykes that the Council had not received 

any submissions in opposition to the listing as outlined in the 

pRDP Appendix 9.3.6.1 and that the Council listing will stand as 

stated in the pRDP. 

19 In respect of Heritage Item 1279, while the submission point has 

not been agreed through mediation, I am of the opinion the impact 

of the heritage listing can be minimised through the proposed pRDP 

rules. 

 

 

 

 

Jennifer Susan May 

10th December  2015 


