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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 been a Director of Heritage Management Services Ltd for the past 14 

years. Prior to this I was employed in heritage planning and policy by the 

Christchurch City Council (Council) from 1992 until 2002, where I held the 

position of Senior Heritage Planner. Post the Christchurch Earthquakes, I acted 

for the Council as the Principal Heritage Consultant to the Heritage Earthquake 

Recovery Team. 

 

1.3 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. 

 

1.4 I have been engaged by the Council to provide evidence relating to the 

assessment process for the current proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP) 

listings for heritage items.  My evidence is specifically in response to site 

specific submissions on matters relating to individual heritage listings. 

 

1.5 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained 

in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to comply with it. I 

confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I am aware of that might 

alter or detract from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is within 

my area of expertise. 

 

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

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) District Plan Review statements of significance for listed heritage 

items; 
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(b) Chapter 9: Natural and Cultural Heritage (Stage 3), Section 32 

Report, Appendix 4 - Heritage Technical Report; 

(c) The ICOMOS NZ Charter 2010; 

(d) Conservation Plan for 325 Armagh Street, Dave Pearson Architects 

2003; 

(e) Hagley Park Conservation Plan Vol.2 Louise Beaumont et al 2013; 

and 

(f) TM Consultants Report 217 Armagh Street dated 22 June 2014. 

 

2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 

2.1 The specific aspects of the Natural and Cultural Heritage (Stage 3) Proposal 

(Proposal) that my evidence relates to are the evaluation of heritage values of 

listed heritage items in Appendix 9.3.6.1: Schedules of Significant Historic 

Heritage Places (Schedule) and the statements of significance in Chapter 9 

Appendix 4 Heritage Technical Report.  

 

2.2 My evidence also addresses the specific relief sought by the following 

submitters with respect to specific heritage matters in the pRDP relating to the 

following sites: 

 

(a) Hands off Hagley Submission No: 3711 and 5034: Hagley Park; 

(b) Canterbury Cricket Assn Submission No: 3455 Hagley Oval; 

(c) Girl Guides Assn of New Zealand Submission No: 3346: 217 Armagh 

Street; 

(d) Christ’s College Submission No: 3212: 325 Montreal Street; 

(e) Tailorspace Submission No: 5061 and Submission No: 3718: 152 

Oxford Terrace; 

(f) Richard Schneidman, Submission No: 3397:  48A Fendalton Road; 

(g) Rafe Hammett Submission No: 3666: 35 Knowles Street; and 

(h) N and T Tyler Submission No: 348641 Ranfurly Street. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 
3.1 My assessment is a qualitative account of the significance of the heritage values 

ascribed to the listed heritage items, with regard to the Council’s pRDP 

assessment matters for statements of significance of each item.  I am in 

agreement with the Council’s assessment process, specifically the Council’s 

Heritage Assessment Methodology. Therefore in assessing the submissions, I 
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have considered this methodology and thresholds criteria for significance or 

high significance for overall ‘significance’.  

 

3.2 My assessment considers the submitters’ specific relief sought against the 

above methodology and threshold criteria.  

 

3.3 I also consider the effects of the damage, possible repair and restoration 

solutions and the degree(s) of effect that that may or may not have on the 

heritage values ascribed to the item.  

 

4. OUTCOMES OF MEDIATION / CAUCUSING  

 

4.1 I attended Expert Conferencing on Tuesday 10 November 2015 and Mediation 

on 18 November 2015. I have undertaken a number of site visits relating to the 

site specific submissions and these are noted under the sections relating to 

each site below.  

 

5. CONSIDERATION OF SPECIFIC SUBMISSIONS  

 

5.1 I have assessed the specific relief sought by submitters and further submitters, 

insofar as it relates to my area of expertise.  My assessment is set out in the 

sections below.  

 

6. SUBMISSIONS RELATING TO HAGLEY PARK (#3711, #FS5034, #3455) 

 

6.1 There are three submissions seeking relief with regard to Hagley Park:  

 

(a) Hands off Hagley Inc (Submissions 3711 and 5034); and 

(b) Canterbury Cricket Association (Submission 3455). 

 

6.2 Submission 3711 by Hands off Hagley Inc seeks recognition of Hagley Park’s 

Heritage status through listing Hagley Park in the Schedule in the pRDP. 

Further Submission 5034 by Hands off Hagley is in opposition to Submission 

3455 by Canterbury Cricket Association. Submission 3455 on behalf of 

Canterbury Cricket Association seeks relief in relation to the current listing of the 

setting around the listed Hagley Cricket Pavilion.  

 



 

4 
27025035_7.docx 

6.3 In principle, I consider that Hagley Park would have sufficient heritage and 

historic values to qualify for a heritage listing in the Schedule in the pRDP.  

Though at this stage this is a qualified statement as consideration of a listing of 

the Park would still be subject to scrutiny through the Council’s heritage 

assessment methodology and thresholds criteria.  This assessment is currently 

being undertaken.  I note that another potential solution for the protection of the 

heritage values of Hagley Park as sought by the submitters and for the ongoing 

use and management of the Park could be through the management and 

conservation plan process.  

 

6.4 Parks and open spaces can provide difficulties for management under heritage 

rules, which are specifically designed for built heritage. A key difficulty is the 

management of change, and the rules and polices around this, when dealing 

with more organic living heritage as opposed to the built more static form. In my 

view, the best mechanism for managing the heritage values of this significant 

space would be through management and conservation plans which provide 

specific policies for such management.   

 

6.5 In my view, a conservation plan could appropriately provide for the protection of 

heritage values of Hagley Park, though I acknowledge that a conservation plan 

would not provide the status that a listing does in bringing the heritage values to 

the forefront of public attention and understanding. I note that the pRDP does 

list some other parks and open spaces (such Elmwood Park, Cathedral, 

Cranmer and Latimer Squares), but these are on a much smaller scale than 

Hagley park.   

 

6.6 The submission from the Canterbury Cricket Association in relation to the 

current listing of the setting around the listed Hagley Cricket Pavilion 

(Submission number 3455) seeks to reduce the area of listed setting for the 

Hagley Cricket Pavilion. A heritage setting as defined in the pRDP means the 

built and non-built elements forming the identified spatial context around a 

heritage item or items, which contribute to the significance of the heritage item 

or items, but have not met the significance threshold to be individually listed as 

heritage items in their own right. Heritage settings include: 

 

(a) buildings; 
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(b) other structures or features, such as fences, walls and gates, bridges, 

monuments, gun emplacements, whale pots, lamp stands and public 

artworks; 

(c) gardens, lawns, mature trees and landscaping, water features, 

historic landforms; 

(d) access, walk and cycle ways, circulation, paths and paving; 

(e) open space; and 

(f) spatial relationships. 

 

6.7 Under the heritage assessment criteria in the Statement of Significance 

Template, contextual values are “…those 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.”1 

 

6.8 The Council’s heritage statement for the Cricket Pavilion and Setting (HID458)  

notes that the “…setting consists of the Hagley Oval cricket ground, which sits 

on the Riccarton Avenue boundary of South Hagley Park, opposite the Botanical 

Gardens. The Hagley Oval incorporates an embankment and new pavilion, 

opened in 2014, while on the perimeter of the embankment are two cricket club 

pavilions, the Umpires' Pavilion, and a groundsman's house and sheds. It is also 

ringed by a variety of listed mature trees including purple sycamores, lime trees, 

oak trees and alder trees.” I support the Council’s assessment statement and 

the area defined for the setting which in my opinion clearly forms a significant 

part of the contextual significance for the pavilion and is critical to the reading 

and spatial definition for this heritage sports area of Hagley Park. 

 

6.9 Following mediation, the submitter has offered an alternative plan outline for the 

setting regarding realigning this setting. At this stage I have been unable to 

make contact with the submitter to further discuss this and consider that in 

fairness to the submitter without discussing this proposal and fully 

understanding the rationale behind it I do not have sufficient information 

available to me at this time to form my expert view on this matter.  

  

 
 
1

  The six criteria for assessing significance and thresholds are set out in the Heritage Technical Report in Appendix 4, page 
6. 
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6.10 I note that the other relief sought in these submissions relating to planning 

matters and outside my area of expertise.  

 

7. GIRL GUIDES ASSOCIATION OF NEW ZEALAND (SUBMISSION NUMBER 3346) - 

217 ARMAGH STREET 

 

7.1 The Girl Guides Association of New Zealand Inc. opposes the listing of their 

building at 217 Armagh Street on the basis that it does not meet the four 

thresholds for overall significance.  The relief sought is that the item be delisted 

from the Schedule (as listed in 9.3.6.1.3). 

 

7.2 I attended a site visit to the building on Thursday 9
 
November 2015 with Ms 

Jackie Gillies and Mr Gavin Stanley, Ms Katherine Hilton and Rick Jones of the 

Girl Guides Association who are the owners of the building.  The purpose of the 

visit was to view the current condition of the building  and consider the effects of 

this on the heritage values of the property in order to comment on specific areas 

of the submission. 

 

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

overall significance which are:2 

 

(a) one criterion or more met at significant or high level; 

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

Christchurch District (Christchurch and Banks Peninsula) because it 

conveys aspects of its contextual/ thematic development and thereby 

contributes to the Christchurch District sense of place and identity; 

(c) has sufficiently credible and truthful evidence (documentary and 

physical fabric) (see ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010 definition 

for authenticity)3 to justify that it is of overall significance to the 

Christchurch District; and 

(d) overall the item is sufficiently whole or intact including its meaning 

and sense of place as well as physical fabric to clearly demonstrate it 

 
 
2
  These thresholds are set out in the Heritage Technical Report in Appendix 4, at page 6.  

3 
 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.” 
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is of significance to the Christchurch District (see ICOMOS New 

Zealand Charter 2010 definition for Integrity).4 

 

7.4 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.  Based on this assessment, the former dwelling at 217 

Armagh Street and its setting were recorded in the statement of significance as 

being considered of overall significance to the Christchurch District. While I 

support in general the Council’s assessment of this building I consider that due 

to the level of earthquake damage and lack of stabilisation and maintenance 

post-earthquake, the building has now deteriorated to a point that would affect 

the tangible areas of the heritage values and significance of this building 

particularly in light of any proposed repair strategy. In this respect, my opinion is 

also informed by the evidence of Ms Jackie Gillies and Mr Andrew Marriott. 

 

7.5 As noted above, the building as it now stands is in poor condition due to a 

combination of factors: age, lack of maintenance and severe earthquake 

damage that has not been remediated or stabilised in the interim. The collapse 

of the two main chimneys which contained fire places back to back over two 

floors that fed into them, and has wrought considerable damage to the timber 

structure (as is noted in the evidence of Ms Jackie Gillies). 

 

7.6 I have considered the effects the repairs, seismic upgrade and code 

requirement (as informed by the evidence of experts noted above)5 may have on 

the heritage values. I note that the submitters TM Consultants report dated 22 

June 2014 states that “…With the extensive borer and earthquake damage, the 

repair to this house is essentially a deconstruction and rebuild. Much of the wall, 

floor and roof framing needs replacement because of the borer damage. To 

achieve ground clearances the house will need to be lifted. Most of the sub floor 

framing will need to be replaced also. What is left of the chimneys needs to be 

taken down and the chimneys rebuilt from the ground up.”  In his evidence, Mr 

Andrew Marriott states that he concurs with this report.  

 

7.7 Given the views of the experts I have then considered whether the building 

would still meet the threshold levels for listing, and have summarised my opinion 

 
 
4
  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. 

5
  Ms Jackie Gillies, Mr Andrew Marriott, Mr Gavin Stanley.  
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below using the six heritage assessment criteria in the Statement of 

Significance Template.    

 

(a) Historical and Social Significance: This remains in part through the 

intangible associations with the site but in my opinion would be 

reduced through the repair process and the level of loss of physical 

evidence that supports the history. 

 

(b) Cultural and Spiritual Significance: This remains largely intact as 

intangible values associated with the site and would only be slightly 

reduced by any repair programme. 

 

(c) Architectural and Aesthetic Significance: This would in my opinion 

be greatly reduced by the level of intrusion required to repair it based 

on the evidence of Ms Jackie Gillies and Mr Andrew Marriott. I 

consider the definitions of integrity and authenticity in the ICOMOS 

Charter (as noted in the threshold for listing) also supports the 

reduction in heritage values under this criterion.   

 

(d) Technological and Craftsmanship Significance: As above, in my 

opinion, this would also be reduced by the level of intrusion required 

to repair it.  Much of the early technology and craft skills associated 

with it would undoubtedly be lost.  However many integral elements 

such as the stair and newel posts, the front porch, all fenestration and 

hardware, doors and associated hardware could be retained. 

 

(e) Contextual Significance: If repaired and remaining on site this 

would still remain and the heritage values associate with this would 

not be compromised. The sense of place and community values 

associated with the building would be upheld. 

 

(f) Archaeological and Scientific Significance: as with the 

Technological and Craftsmanship Significance this would be reduced 

but not entirely lost.  There is likely to be considerable subfloor 

intervention in any repair methodology and through the loss of 

original fabric the built archaeology would be compromised. However 

the in-ground archaeology would likely remain intact. 
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7.8 I have considered the building in its current condition and the proposed repair 

strategy under the thresholds for overall ‘Significance’: 

 

(a) One criterion or more met at a high level: I believe it would not retain 

this at a high level but could retain a significant level.  

 

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

Christchurch District (Christchurch and Banks Peninsula) because it 

conveys aspects of its contextual/ thematic development and thereby 

contributes to the Christchurch District sense of place and identity: It 

could retain this threshold at a level of significance once repaired 

because the repair is part of the ongoing history of the place and this 

increasingly is now part of our earthquake repair and restoration 

strategy for heritage buildings.  Without considering this few buildings 

will remain in the city.  A number of precedents have already been 

set in this area notably the Theatre Royal. 

 

(c) Has sufficiently credible and truthful evidence (documentary and 

physical fabric) (see ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 2010 definition 

for authenticity) to justify that it is of overall significance to the 

Christchurch District:  While the building retains its authenticity in its 

current condition, I believe the building would not continue to meet 

this threshold once a structural upgrade, repair and restoration was 

undertaken based on the level of observed damage and the poorly 

maintained condition of the building. In this respect, I rely on the 

evidence of Ms Jackie Gillies and Mr Andrew Marriot.   Having regard 

to the ICOMOS Charter definition of authenticity which is part of the 

Council assessment, I doubt the building, once repaired, would meet 

this threshold.  

 

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

and sense of place as well as physical fabric to clearly demonstrate it 

is of significance to the Christchurch District (see ICOMOS New 

Zealand Charter 2010 definition for Integrity). This threshold relies on 

the ICOMOS Charter definition of integrity which 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.”  If the building was 
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able to be repaired easily with minimal intrusion then it may still rate a 

level of significance as it arguably does currently even in its damaged 

state at this point. However, I cannot determine this until a full repair 

strategy is developed and promulgated.  

 

7.9 Given the discussion and evaluation above and advice of experts in their 

relevant fields, I consider that the effects on heritage values on any repair 

process/methodology as currently proposed may result in a reassessment that 

would take the building below the thresholds required for listing. I note that 

Ms Jackie Gillies addresses this site in her evidence and concludes that she 

supports the submitter’s request that the building should be removed from the 

List of Protected Items. I concur with that view. 

 

7.10 As a result of a submission by the Council (Submission number 3723) an 

amendment was made to raise the listing of 217 Armagh Street from Significant 

to High Significance.  A further submission (Submission number FS5010) was 

received from the Girl Guides Association in response to letter from Caroline 

Rachlin, Senior Planner, Strategy and Planning Group, Christchurch City 

Council dated 23 September 2015 which had advised of the Council’s 

submission 3723 and amendment to Appendix 9.3.6.1.3 Schedule of Significant 

Historic Places (Central City), item HID 44 changing the significance status of 

217 Armagh Street from Significant to High Significance. The Girl Guides 

Association have opposed the Council’s submission 3723.  

 
7.11 The further submission by the Girl Guides Association was based on a direct 

comparison to Heritage Item HID 315 the former Vicarage of the Church of St 

Luke the Evangelist and its setting at 185 Kilmore Street noting that both 

buildings were designed by the same architect. While this was a useful exercise 

in comparative analysis, I do not consider it provides any further information that 

is not already addressed above within the scope of the Council's assessment 

process. 

 

7.12 In light of the matters discussed above, I do not consider that there building 

reaches the high threshold and I do not support the Council’s submission 3723 

to raise the level of significance from ‘significant’ to ‘high significance’. 
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8. CHRIST’S COLLEGE SUBMISSION NO: 3212:  325 ARMAGH STREET 

 

8.1 The submission by Christ’s College has submitted that it considers the 19
th

 

century cottage at 325 Armagh Street has little heritage value. The relief sought 

is that the item be delisted from the Schedule of Significant Historic Heritage as 

listed in 9.3.6.1.3.of the pRDP.   

  

8.2 I undertook a site visit to the property on 9 November 2015.  I was met on site 

by the owner’s representative who walked through the site with me. The 

purpose of the site visit was to view of the condition of the building following the 

earthquakes and the effects of this on the property in order to comment on 

specific areas of the submission. 

 

8.3 I support in general the Council’s assessment of this building as being fair and 

reasonable assessment under the pRDP assessment criteria and threshold 

process for the evaluation of heritage significance. The overall assessment 

statement of the dwelling as per the Statement of Significance notes that:    

 

The former dwelling and its setting have overall significance to the 

Christchurch District, including Banks Peninsula. The building has 

historical significance as a c.1875 colonial cottage, the former home of 

Ernest Empson, and for its association with Christchurch Girl's High 

School. The former dwelling has architectural significance due to the 

authenticity of its exterior and retention of some of its original interior 

detailing. As a small colonial cottage this building has landmark 

significance within the inner-city’s historic western precinct. It has further 

contextual significance as it stands as a reminder of the style, scale and 

materials that once dominated the city's colonial built environment. The 

dwelling and its setting has archaeological significance in view of its 19th 

century construction. 

 

8.4 With consideration of this summary and a study of the 2003 Conservation Plan 

for the building, I am strongly of the opinion that the heritage values of this 

building are such that they meet the six assessment criteria for listing and the 

four thresholds for listing as per Appendix 9.3.6.1: Schedules of Significant 

Historic Heritage Places (Schedule) and the Council’s assessment of 

significance for this building HID390. 
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8.5 The building appears physically to be in good repair with little earthquake 

damage apparent but I note that there is deferred maintenance to be attended 

to (this is discussed in the evidence of Ms Jackie Gillies).  In my opinion the 

heritage values of this building would not be compromised in any way by work 

that is required to be undertaken to bring the building to a good standard. 

 

8.6 The submission states that the building has “relatively little heritage value” but 

the submission does not supply any information to qualify this statement.  To 

this end I concur overall with the evidence supplied by Ms Jackie Gillies and 

consider that the submission by Christ’s college does not supply any evidence 

that would refute the listing by the Council and its assessment of heritage values 

under the Council’s assessment of significance statement for this building.   

 

8.7 I note that Christ’s College have been, as they state in their submission, good 

caretakers of elements the city’s vast heritage stock and I concur with this 

sentiment.  The stock they maintain include a number of domestic dwellings. 

These dwellings add significantly to the wider streetscape and sense of place 

within this area and retain its residential character in the same way the cottage 

at 325 Montreal Street does.  

 

8.8 With regard to 325 Montreal Street, the submission states that the building does 

not contribute to the streetscape.  I do not support the College’s statement in 

this regard and I agree with the Council’s statement on this matter within the 

Statement of Significance (HID 390) that the: 

 

 “…cottage has contextual significance due to its location within the inner-

city. The cottage sits within the city’s traditional cultural precinct with 

neighbouring listed buildings including the early 1870s dwelling at 40 

Cranmer Square and the surviving c.1899 section of the Cranmer Club. 

The former dwelling makes an interesting comparison with Orari, the 

1894 architecturally-designed townhouse built on the southern corner of 

Montreal and Gloucester Streets. Together the two dwellings help to 

define the intersection and capture two different stages in the evolution of 

the city’s housing stock.”   

 

8.9 One of the most important evaluations in defining the cultural heritage 

significance of a place is to ensure that the variety and stages of buildings, 

places and objects that provide the narrative for the history of that place are 
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captured. The ICOMOS (NZ) Charter 2010 notes this point in section 2 

Understanding Cultural Heritage Value that the “Conservation of a place should 

be based on an understanding and appreciation of all aspects of its cultural 

heritage value, both tangible and intangible. All available forms of knowledge 

and evidence provide the means of understanding a place and its cultural 

heritage value and cultural heritage significance.” The listing of the cottage at 

325 Montreal Street meets, in my opinion, this nationally and internationally 

accepted conservation principle.   

 

8.10 Based on the discussion above and the evidence of Ms Jackie Gillies, I do not 

support the relief sought by the submitter relation to Christ’s College Submission 

No 3212:  325 Armagh Street to remove the building from the Council’s list of 

heritage items Appendix 9.3.6.1: Schedules of Significant Historic Heritage 

Places. 

 

9. N AND T TYLER SUBMISSION NO: 3486: 41 RANFURLY STREET   

 

9.1 The relief sought is that the item be delisted from the Schedule of Significant 

Historic Heritage as listed in 9.3.6.1.3 of the pRDP.   

 

9.2 The general points made in the submission are that the listing does not 

consider: 

 

(a) the effects of the Canterbury earthquake; 

(b) the economics of the repair; 

(c) that the heritage provisions fail to meet the order in Council post-

quake; and 

(d) the objectives, rules and policies do not enable the demolition of 

damaged buildings. 

 

9.3 I attended a site visit to the building on Thursday 19
 
November 2015 with Ms 

Jackie Gillies, Mr Gavin Stanley, Mr Andrew Marriott, Mr Nick Boyes (planner) 

the submitters’ John Brouard engineer and the owners, Mr and Mrs Tyler. 

 

9.4 The purpose of the site visit was to view the condition of the building following 

the earthquakes and the effects of this on the heritage values of the property in 

order to comment on specific areas of the submission. 

 



 

14 
27025035_7.docx 

9.5 The dwelling was built by the original owner of the property, a local builder and 

bricklayer Philip Soanes.  Soanes had assistance from his brother Harry who 

built the house next door at 45 Ranfurly Street. The dwelling demonstrates the 

way of life of a Christchurch builder and bricklayer whose home was also a 

reflection of his trade skills. The dwelling has architectural and aesthetic 

significance as a late Victorian brick bay villa with a typical plan form and 

notable architectural detailing. The rear section of the dwelling was added in 

2003 and is regarded as a sympathetic addition. The dwelling has a 

considerable degree of technical and craftsmanship significance due to the 

quality of construction of this double brick dwelling with external and internal 

decorative plaster detail. The dwelling and its setting has contextual significance 

in relation to the neighbouring dwelling at 45 Ranfurly Street and for its notable 

contribution to the streetscape.  

 

9.6 I support the Council’s assessment of the heritage significance and values of 

the dwelling at 41 Ranfurly Street as outlined in the Council’s statement of 

significance HID 455.    

 

9.7 The submitter’s engineer’s report, prepared by Eliot Sinclair in June 2013 

proposes a repair strategy option that would replace the internal brick walls with 

timber framed walls and plaster board lining as well as floor re-levelling.  The 

external brick wythe would remain with the bricks realigned where movement 

has occurred. This option would result in the loss of all internal finishes, 

including the high quality plaster cornices. The ceiling roses and hall detail could 

be removed and reinstated. The Eliot Sinclair report does raise concern around 

the risk with the re-levelling of the foundations of losing the external brick wythe. 

The detail of the brickwork and plaster work on the external wythe is a 

significant part of the heritage values of this dwelling. Should this occur then 

very little original fabric would remain in place and the house would 

consequently have a considerable degree of replicated material affecting the 

level of authenticity and integrity of the architectural and technological and 

craftsmanship heritage value.  

 

9.8 Mr Marriott notes in his evidence that he agrees with proposal for remediation 

prepared by Elliot Sinclair and that he agrees with the extent of work as 

described in the engineer’s report.  However he does not consider that there is 

an engineering reason to remove the building from the list of heritage items. In 
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her evidence, Ms Jackie Gillies concurs that the building should be not removed 

from the list of heritage items in Appendix 9.3.61.1.  

 

9.9 Given that the proposed remediation involves almost total loss of the interior 

fabric and its significant decorative detail and is one that places the exterior at 

risk I consider that I could not make a determination on the heritage values of 

the building until post a remediation of the damaged fabric or alternatively on 

receipt of a detailed and agreed repair methodology.  

 

9.10 Given the evidence of Mr Andrew Marriott and Ms Jackie Gillies and the 

discussion and evaluation above I consider that until I have the full information 

required to reassess the effects of a repair proposal on heritage values I am not 

in a position to either agree or disagree with the submitter’s request that the 

building should be removed from the List of Protected Items. To this end I note 

that a QS report based on a detailed repair strategy was received from the 

submitter on 1 December 2015. This information has been provided too late in 

the process to be sufficiently considered for the purposes of my evidence. 

 

10. RAFE HAMMETT SUBMISSION NO. 3666: 35 KNOWLES STREET 

 
10.1 The relief sought in this submission is that the item be delisted from the 

Schedule of Significant Historic Heritage as listed in 9.3.6.1.3 of the pRDP 

and/or to make demolition of the building a permitted activity. 

  

10.2 The general points made in the submission are that the listing does not 

consider: 

 

(a) the effects of the Canterbury earthquake; 

(b) the economics and practicalities of the repair; and 

(c) that if the building is repaired it would no longer meet the heritage 

objectives and policies (loss of Heritage values). 

 

10.3 I attended a site visit to the building on Tuesday 17
 
November 2015 with 

Mr Gavin Stanley and Ms Jackie Gillies. The owner was present at the site visit. 

 

10.4 The purpose of the site visit was to view the condition of the building following 

the earthquakes and the effects of this on the heritage values of the property in 

order to comment on specific areas of the submission. 
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10.5 The submitter contends that this listing is different others in the pRDP in that it is 

a private residential building and has no public access. It must be noted that the 

majority of buildings in the pRDP are privately owned buildings, many without 

public access. 

 

10.6 I concur with and support the Council’s heritage assessment and statement of 

significance for this building as noted in the Schedule of Significant Historic 

Heritage as listed in 9.3.6.1.3 of the pRDP. The dwelling known as Cobham and 

its setting has historical and social significance for its association with Henry 

Jennings, a wool auctioneer and partner in the firm Todhunter and Jennings. 

Knowles Street had been formed in the previous year and the house was built 

for Jennings in 1908 – the year is inscribed over the door. The dwelling is 

designed in the English Domestic Revival style and the interior of the house 

references the English Arts and Crafts movement. The house was designed by 

the firm of England Brothers. It has contextual significance for the contribution it 

makes to the streetscape and the established residential character of that part 

of St Albans.  

 

10.7 The building has suffered damage in the earthquake and should the repair be 

undertaken in the manner proposed by the submitter (points 14-15) this could 

significantly affect the heritage values imbued in its physical fabric.  There would 

be considerable loss of architectural, aesthetic, technical and craftsmanship 

significance through such a repair methodology. Much of the technology and 

craft skills associated with its external fabric would undoubtedly be lost, many 

internal arts and crafts elements could however be carefully removed and 

reinstated. However if we consider the definitions in the ICOMOS Charter with 

regard to authenticity and integrity (page of this report) as noted in the threshold 

for listing,  the reduction in heritage values through the proposed methodology 

could challenge the reasons for the listing of this building.  

 

10.8 As noted in the evidence of Ms Jackie Gillies, should an alternative engineering 

and repair solution be developed this could result in an outcome that would 

retain the heritage values to a greater degree and in my opinion would not 

cause a loss of values to such a level that the listing would be compromised.   

 

10.9 The original engineering report has not been provided to Council, however 

within the submission it is suggested that the building has twisted and as well as 

suffering vertical movement. As a result the walls would have to be stripped of 
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internal and external linings and claddings, the tiled roof removed and new 

specialist foundations designed. I have noted in my evidence the reduction in 

heritage values through this proposed methodology would challenge the 

reasons for the listing of this building.  

 

10.10 Given the information to hand and the current condition of the building, the 

degree of internal and external originality in form and material and until I have 

the full information required to reassess the effects of a repair proposal on 

heritage values, I concur with Ms Jackie Gillies and I do not support the 

submitter’s request that the building should be removed from the List of 

Protected Items.  

 

11. RICHARD SCHNEIDMAN, SUBMISSION NO. 3397:  48A FENDALTON ROAD  

 

11.1 The relief sought is that the item be delisted from the Schedule of Significant 

Historic Heritage as listed in 9.3.6.1.3 of the pRDP. 

 

11.2 The general points made in the submission are that the submitter disagrees with 

the Statement of Significance and general assessment of the heritage values 

and that the listing does not consider: 

 

(a) current condition and damage; 

(b) loss of heritage values through damage and/or repair; and 

(c) difficulty of dealing with the Council re heritage matters if the building 

was repaired. 

 
11.3 The dwelling, known as Lismore Lodge, has historical and social significance for 

its association with Mark Stoddart and his family, especially the painter Margaret 

Stoddart, and with academic and broadcaster Professor Arnold Wall. Lismore 

Lodge has architectural and aesthetic significance as a large two storey timber 

Victorian villa that still retains some of its original features.  It was designed by 

architect and engineer W F Hubbard in 1881. The dwelling and its setting has 

contextual significance for its contribution to the historic residential character of 

Fendalton and has a large mature garden with a boundary of trees along the 

north side of this rear section off Fendalton Road.  Lismore Lodge and its setting 

are of archaeological significance because they have the potential to provide 

evidence relating to past construction methods and materials, and human 

activity on the site, including that which occurred before 1900. It is well 
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described in the Statement of Significance of the Operative District Plan 

(HID181) and I will not repeat this here. 

 

11.4 I attended a visit to the site at the Council’s request on 19
  
November 2015 with 

Ms Jackie Gillies and Mr Gavin Stanley. The owner was in attendance, and we 

were given full access to the house by the owner.  

 

11.5 The residence has been assessed under each of the six heritage assessment 

criteria in the Statement of Significance Template and considered under the four 

thresholds noted in 8.3 of this evidence. The resulting statement of significance 

for 48A Fendalton Road under these criteria resulted in the residence and its 

setting being considered of overall significance to the Christchurch District. 

  

11.6 I have given careful consideration to the Council’s assessment of this building 

and would in general support its intent particularly relating to the intangible 

historical and social assessment. However the Council’s heritage assessment 

does not fully consider the effects of any post-quake structural upgrade and 

repair strategy or fully consider the effects of changes to the building over time. 

 

11.7 I note that Lismore Lodge was listed previously on the Waimari District Scheme, 

then the Christchurch City Plan post amalgamation and this listing has 

continued on into the pRDP. No objection to the listing has been received in the 

past and the submission to remove the listing is generally a result of the 

damage sustained in the 2011 Canterbury earthquake.   

 

(a) Historical and Social Significance: This remains through the 

intangible associations with the site but in my opinion the ability to 

retain this has been reduced through alteration over time and it is 

likely that the repair process will further reduce the physical evidence 

that supports the social historical significance.  

 

(b) Cultural and Spiritual Significance: This remains largely intact as 

intangible values associated with the site and would only be slightly 

reduced by any repair programme. 

 

(c) Architectural and Aesthetic Significance: This has been reduced 

over time through a number of alterations since the 1930s.  However 

some of the original intent such as the front verandah and internal 
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layout were reinstated in 1981 (and later in 1995) when it was 

returned to a single family residence. Considerable alteration with the 

addition of a kitchen/living/dining wing was made in 1995.  An 

inventory to assess the level of original fabric would need to be 

undertaken to fully comprehend the loss of physical fabric and 

architectural detail to date but information to date would suggest that 

this has been reduced over time.  It would in my opinion be further 

greatly reduced by the level of intrusion required to repair it based on 

the information received to date. If we consider the definition of the 

ICOMOS Charter with regard to authenticity and integrity as noted in 

the threshold for listing then this would also support the reduction in 

its Architectural and Aesthetic heritage values under this criterion.   

 

(d) Technological and Craftsmanship Significance: As above this 

would in my opinion would also be reduced by the level of intrusion 

required to repair the residence.  Much of the early technology and 

craft skills has been lost over time with the conversion to flats in 1936 

and the later 1981 and 1995 alterations. The house has however 

been well-maintained and all alteration undertaken with a clear 

regard to the original architectural intent.  The loss of fabric due to 

earthquake damage including lath and plaster areas and the full 

removal of the chimneys has further reduced the technological and 

craftsmanship significance. 

 

(e) Contextual Significance: If repaired this would still remain and the 

heritage values associate with this would not be compromised. The 

sense of place and community heritage values associated with the 

residence would be upheld. 

 

(f) Archaeological and Scientific Significance: This would be greatly 

reduced but not entirely lost.  There is likely to be considerable 

subfloor intervention in any repair methodology and through the loss 

of original fabric the built archaeology would be compromised. 

However the in-ground archaeology would likely remain intact. 

 

11.8 Considering the residence then under the thresholds for overall ‘Significance’ 

and balancing this against the level of the loss of fabric and alteration required 
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to retain the threshold level I am of the opinion that it would struggle to meet the 

overall threshold level required to justify its continued listing.  

 

11.9 I therefore support the relief sought that 48A be delisted from the Schedule of 

Significant Historic Heritage as listed in 9.3.6.1.3 of the pRDP. 

 
12. TAILORSPACE SUBMISSION NO: 5061 AND SUBMISSION NO: 3718: 152 OXFORD 

TCE 

 
12.1 The relief sought is that the item be delisted from the Schedule of Significant 

Historic Heritage as listed in 9.3.6.1.3 of the pRDP and/or to make demolition of 

damaged buildings a controlled activity. 

 

12.2 I attended a site visit at the building on Thursday 19 November 2015 with Ms 

Jackie Gillies, Mr Gavin Stanley, Ms Jo Appleyard, Mr Matt Bonis, the owner’s 

engineer and Mr Glen Taylor, the building owner. 

 

12.3 The purpose of the site visit was to view the condition of the building following 

the earthquakes and the effects of this on the heritage values of the property in 

order to comment on specific areas of the submission. 

 

12.4 I concur with and support the Council’s heritage assessment and statement of 

significance for this building as notes in the Schedule of Significant Historic 

Heritage as listed in 9.3.6.1.3 of the pRDP. The Public Trust building has 

considerable heritage significance and value as a reflection of the large-scale 

building programme by the Public Trust in the early part of the 20
th
 century, for 

the subsequent social and intangible history it has gathered overtime and for its 

high architectural significance.  This arises from its neoclassical design by 

leading inter-war architect Cecil Wood. It is considered one of his best 

commercial works. It has technological and craftsmanship significance for its 

use of materials, detailing and reinforced concrete construction, and association 

with noted local building company P Graham and Son and leading Canterbury 

sculptor Frederick Gurnsey who carved the crest on the principal facade. The 

building is a prominent landmark fronting the Avon River and is a survivor in 

area that once housed a number of listed building in this block.   Despite these 

losses it retains contextual significance as part of a group of listed places in the 

immediate vicinity; former Municipal Chambers, Worcester Street Bridge, Mill 

Island and the Scott statue and the Canterbury Club. 
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12.5 Despite an extensive strengthening programme prior to the 2011 earthquake 

cycle the building has been damaged.  I understand that the degree of damage 

is assessed to now bring the building to below the level of 33%. A structural 

upgrade and repair programme is thus required to be undertaken to remediate 

the building for further use and occupancy. The question then arises, in terms of 

effects on heritage values, as to how this can be instated without destroying the 

level of integrity and authenticity in the building that would bring its heritage 

values below the thresholds for continued inclusion in the pRDP list of heritage 

items. 

 

12.6 The principal areas affected by such work are the tangible evidence that informs 

specifically the intangible social historical history and cultural criterion, the 

architectural and aesthetic and technological and craftsmanship criterion. 

However, like the changes that have already occurred over time and inform the 

narrative of historical information on the building, the changes the building would 

incur through earthquake repair and structural upgrade are also arguably part of 

that historical narrative that informs the history of the building. It is a fine line 

with respect to effects on heritage values and one that would need to be 

reassessed through the pRDP heritage significance assessment and thresholds 

process with particular regard to the level of authenticity and integrity as defined 

by the ICOMOS Charter.6   

 

12.7 Ms Jackie Gillies notes in her evidence that she agrees that the extent of works 

outlined in the AECOM Building Report, 14 December 2014 for full retention and 

repair of the former Public Trust Building, would involve extensive loss of 

heritage fabric and that as such in her opinion the effect of this on the Council’s 

assessment of significance following that work would be considerable. This 

does not in my view necessarily mean that the effects on heritage values 

through this process would be such as to warrant a delisting of the building.  

The submitter’s argument at this point is related to the economics of undertaking 

this process.  The economics and viability of reuse of a heritage building 

question is not one of the matters considered in the assessment of heritage 

values.  

 

12.8 Ms Jackie Gillies discusses the notion of façade retention and notes, and I 

concur, that while this is not generally a preferred or accepted heritage 

conservation outcome, post the Christchurch earthquake this has become a 

 
 
6
  Refer to point 8.3 (c) and (d). 
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more acceptable approach to retaining some heritage values.  In particular this 

retains the contextual values, a sense of place and enough tangible evidence 

through facadism to support an understanding of the intangible heritage values 

associated with the building.  

 

12.9 While I could support this approach I would however recommend that a careful 

reassessment would be required under the Council’s assessment of significance 

and thresholds to establish if there was enough heritage value remaining for the 

building in a new form that only retained the façade. 

 

12.10 Given the discussion above, the information received to date and the options 

available for the retention of this building in part and/or whole I consider that I 

cannot support the relief sought, based on the heritage values of the building, 

through Submission No: 5061 and Submission No: 3718 to remove the building 

from the Council’s list of heritage items in the pRDP. 

 

13. PEER REVIEWS 

 

13.1 I have also carried out the following peer reviews:  

Landsdowne Stables, Old Tai Tapu Road, Christchurch - heritage item no 1363, 
heritage setting no 629 

13.2 The submission by Trevor John Burt and Fiona Leigh Glassey (#3647, page 2) 

seeks the removal of the heritage item and setting, as the building has suffered 

considerable damage in the Christchurch Earthquakes, and has been deemed 

uneconomic to repair by their insurance company.    

 

13.3  Ms Amanda Ohs in her evidence recommends that the building be delisted.   I 

peer reviewed this revised statement along with the photographs Ms Ohs 

provided to me, and agree with the revised statement, and that the Stables no 

longer meet the thresholds for scheduling as a heritage item.   

Belfast Schoolhouse, 663 Main North Road, Christchurch 

13.4 Submissions by Historic Places Canterbury (HPC) (#3675) and Ian & Lynne 

Lochhead (#3633) seek to change this heritage item from Significant to High 

Significance.  I peer reviewed the revised Statement of Significance prepared by 

the Council's Heritage Team which reassessed the building as High 

Significance, and I agree with the revised statement and level of assessment.  
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Submission #3420, College House, 100 Waimairi Road  

13.5 This submission proposes some changes to the level of significance of some 

items (Principal's Lodge - Heritage Item 534; Stanford, Carrington, Parr, Wilfred 

and Warren Houses - Heritage Item 1337; Rymer, Chichele and Watts Russell 

houses - Heritage Item 1339; Library and Recreation Centre - Heritage Item 

1340) and removal of some items (Squash Court, laundry, workshop and bike 

sheds - Heritage Item 1341); Maidment house, kitchen, dining hall, study centre, 

common room and offices - Heritage Item 1336). 

 

13.6 I peer reviewed the revised Statement of Significance by Amanda Ohs which 

includes the following changes - removes the listing for Maidment house, 

kitchen, dining hall, study centre and common room and retains the listing for 

entrance foyer and offices, but lowers them High Significance to 

Significant;  retains the Squash court listing, but lowered to Group 2 but 

removes the laundry, workshop and bike sheds from the schedule.   The 

remainder of the College House buildings' assessment remains unchanged.   I 

agree with this revised assessment. 

Former Stoneycroft/Hornby Lodge and setting, 79 Carmen Road, Christchurch   

13.7 Submitter Li Jun Xue (#3643) seeks the listing of the former Dwelling at 79 

Carmen Road.  I peer reviewed the statement of significance prepared for the 

building by Council's Heritage team and based on that and photographs 

provided, I support the assessment of Significance.   

Former Canterbury Building Society Building, 159 Manchester Street 

13.8 Ian & Lynne Lochhead (#3633) seek the heritage listing of the former 

Canterbury Building Society Building (CTBS).  I peer reviewed the Statement of 

Significance and agree with the assessment that the building meets the 

thresholds for scheduling as a 'Significant' Heritage Item.  

 

 

Jennifer Susan May 

3 December 2015 

 


