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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Dr Ann Elizabeth McEwan. My experience and 

qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 2 December 2015.  

 

1.2 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 except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.  The Council has 

agreed to me giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my 

duties under the Code of Conduct. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 I have read and now respond to the evidence in chief filed by the following 

submitters: 

 

(a) Robyn Burgess for Heritage New Zealand (#5029); 

(b) Kathleen Thompson for Suky Thompson (#3665) & Rod Donald 

Banks Peninsula (#3469); 

(c) John Wilson for Akaroa Civic Trust (#3627); 

(d) Ian Bowman for the Crown (#3721); 

(e) David Pearson for The Arts Centre of Christchurch (#3275); 

(f) Anthony Wright for the Canterbury Museum Trust Board (#3351); and 

(g) Jennifer May for the Canterbury Museum Trust Board (#3351). 

 

2.2 I have read the evidence in chief filed by the following submitters and rely on 

my evidence in chief and have nothing further to add:  

 

(a) Andrew Lovatt for the Arts Centre of Christchurch (#3275); 

(b) Hagley Park (#3711); and 

(c) David Margetts for Heritage New Zealand (#5029). 
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3. #5029 HERITAGE NEW ZEALAND - ROBYN BURGESS 

 

3.1 I have reviewed the evidence of Robyn Burgess for Heritage New Zealand. I 

note that at paragraph 7.10 Ms Burgess supports the Council's position that 

the heritage area work stream needs to be undertaken in future and that 

Council must devise a robust assessment methodology in order to facilitate 

identification and protection of historic areas. 

 

3.2 At paragraph 7.4 Ms Burgess notes that Heritage New Zealand has not 

reviewed its historic area listings since the Canterbury Earthquakes and that 

there would be value in doing this. I agree with Ms Burgess on this point. 

 

4. #3665 SUKY THOMPSON & #3469 ROD DONALD BANKS PENINSULA – 

KATHLEEN THOMPSON 

 

4.1 Ms Thompson states at paragraph 16 that the boundaries of the Heritage New 

Zealand Akaroa Historic Area were chosen by the Civic Trust based on its 

village heritage walk. I note that this is useful background which goes to the 

community value of the area and its dimensions but it is not necessarily a good 

match with historic heritage assessment practices. 

 

4.2 Ms Thompson notes that the Akaroa Historic Area registration, and its 

subsequent inclusion in the Banks Peninsula District Plan, provided heritage 

protection for that area. In Ms Thompson's executive summary she states that 

to omit it from the Replacement District Plan would leave the town vulnerable 

to development. Ms Caroline Rachlin will discuss planning provisions in her 

evidence. However my understanding is that there are planning mechanisms 

in the proposed plan that will help to guard against the type of development Ms 

Thompson outlines at pages 3 – 4. 

 

4.3 In response to the "fish tanks" discussed at paragraph 30, Ms Thompson 

states these are outside the Heritage New Zealand historic area. This implies 

(and I agree) that Council's future heritage area work needs to go beyond the 

Heritage New Zealand Historic Area, and look at the village as a whole. 

 

4.4 At paragraph 35 Ms Thompson suggests that the historic area should be 

reviewed and extended up to Rue Grehan. I agree that the recognition of Rue 

Grehan is desirable, but in the context of reviewing the village as a whole. 
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5. #3627 AKAROA CIVIC TRUST – JOHN WILSON 

 

5.1 I agree with Dr Wilson's points regarding the historic heritage character and 

values of Akaroa, including points that should be taken account of in a future 

heritage study. 

 

5.2 Dr Wilson's evidence raises some questions at 40 – 42 about a holistic 

approach that might call into question the basis of the Heritage Conservation 

Area study. I agree that the Heritage Conservation Area study will need to be 

reviewed in the future as stated in my evidence in chief at 7.8 with regards to 

the future study proposed in Policy 9.2.3.4. 

 

5.3 At paragraph 49 Dr Wilson states that further assessment of heritage areas to 

be incorporated into the proposed Replacement District Plan should be carried 

out as a matter of urgency. This is consistent with Council's intent, and I agree 

that Akaroa should be a priority area after the proposed Replacement District 

Plan is operative. 

 

6. #3721 CROWN – IAN BOWMAN 

 

6.1 At paragraph 7.57 of Mr Bowman’s evidence, he suggests there is enough 

information to schedule the Akaroa Historic Area, but not the Lyttelton Historic 

Area. At 7.59 Mr Bowman reports my view that further study is needed for 

Akaroa. I confirm my view remains unchanged from my evidence in chief at 

paragraphs 7.6 – 7.9.  

 

6.2 At paragraph 7.61 Mr Bowman states he believes historic areas "require 

specific rules to retain their unique heritage values and character." This 

appears to acknowledge that future council work is still required to undertake 

heritage area work and formulate appropriate tailor-made rules for their 

protection. I agree that future work is still required by the Council, as per 

paragraphs 7.8 – 7.9 of my evidence in chief. 

 

7. #3275 THE ARTS CENTRE OF CHRISTCHURCH – DAVID PEARSON 

 

7.1 In paragraph 22 Mr Pearson discusses the classification of the Registry Office, 

as being Highly Significant (Group 1) or Significant (Group 2). I disagree with 
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Mr Pearson's claim that I have introduced an additional term 'value' without 

defining its meaning. I refer to paragraph 6.1.5 Evaluation of Significance – 

Criteria, at pages 17 – 18 in the section 32 report for Chapter 9.  

 

7.2 At paragraph 25 Mr Pearson disagrees with the basis of the Statement of 

Significance prepared by the Council on the Registry Office. He believes that it 

is based on a series of undisputed facts, and not on a robust evaluation of its 

values under the specified criteria. I disagree with this, and refer to the 

Statement of Significance for the Registry Office at Appendix B to my evidence 

in chief. 

 

7.3 Mr Pearson says there is some cultural significance, which I agree with in my 

Cultural Value Statement at page 2 of Appendix B to my Evidence in Chief. 

 

7.4 Mr Pearson is incorrect at paragraph 34 where he states that the University of 

Canterbury had vacated the Arts Centre by 1971. The Art Centre's website 

states it had departed by 1978. 

 

7.5 Mr Pearson negates any reference to Gothic style in the ground floor of the 

Registry Office at paragraph 36, however then states it is a second rate 

imitation of a stone building. I refer to my evidence in chief at 5.7 where I state 

that the ground floor and the first floor retain authentic elements of design and 

planning that are still consistent with the original purpose of the building as an 

office space, and page 2 of Appendix B to my evidence in chief, which notes 

the Gothic Revival style of the original Registry building. 

 

7.6 Mr Pearson at paragraph 54 appears to be confusing architectural significance 

with contextual significance where he states that the Registry Office detracts 

from the Registry and Arts Centre as a whole. I note that this is a contextual 

matter and the significance of the architecture needs to be considered when 

carrying out the Architectural Significance assessment. 

 

8. #3351 THE CANTERBURY MUSEUM TRUST BOARD – ANTHONY WRIGHT 

 

8.1 Mr Wright establishes a new position for the submitter at 1.7, which is support 

for Group 2 listing of the facades of the Centennial Memorial Wing and the 

Roger Duff Wing. In my opinion it is best practice not to isolate facades and I 
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believe that both wings have internal fabric that merits inclusion and 

consideration in the plan.  

 

8.2 The Canterbury Museum's Trust Board's chief argument is that the Museum is 

in fact a collection of buildings. I disagree with this characterisation, and so 

cannot discuss separating off parts of a building which I consider to be a 

singular object, albeit one that has been built in stages to meet the Museum's 

growing collection storage and display needs. 

 

8.3 Mr Wright's discussion on social value at 6.3 – 6.5 is captured at 'Cultural and 

Spiritual Significance', it is not included with the criteria 'Historic and Social' as 

it should be. At paragraph 6.4 Mr Wright makes an argument for the high 

social value of all parts of the museum, including the Centennial and Duff 

wings. I agree that the Centennial Wing has additional social significance as 

the physical embodiment of the separation of the Museum from Canterbury 

College (as noted at paragraph 6.12 of my evidence in chief) and that the 

Museum as a whole has high social value.  

 

8.4 I agree with Mr Wright's summary at paragraph 6.7, that Canterbury Museum's 

heritage value "can only be protected by allowing the Museum to continue to 

use and adapt the buildings for modern museological purposes". 

 

8.5 I do not agree with paragraphs 6.8 and 6.9 where Mr Wright states that the 

museum does not reflect the changing cultural function of museums. The 

Centennial Wing was in response to the educational focus of post-war 

museology according to director Duff's DNZB entry.  

 

8.6 Mr Wright is dismissive of the contextual significance at 6.12. In my opinion 

both the Centennial and Duff wings contribute significantly by virtue of size and 

scale to Rolleston Ave and Botanic Gardens facades. Mr Wright does not take 

account of the wings, and looks at only the museum's position on the city grid 

and its relationship to neighbouring gothic revival buildings. 

 

8.7 At paragraph 6.14 Mr Wright proposes having no heritage statement for the 

Museum. He states that the Museum proposes to replace the Christchurch 

City Council's assessment and statement of significance with the one from a 

new Building Conservation Plan that it will commission and develop in the near 

future. I disagree with this approach, as there will be no basis for scheduling 
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anything before the new plan is actioned. Furthermore it risks an inconsistent 

approach being taken with every other property owner with a scheduled 

building. 

 

9. #3351 THE CANTERBURY MUSEUM TRUST BOARD – JENNIFER MAY 

 

9.1 In Ms May's evidence at 3.3 she talks of Canterbury Museum as a complex 

structure built over time through the addition of extensions and buildings within 

its land footprint. I strongly disagree with this view, see paragraph 6.7 of my 

evidence in chief. I therefore cannot support her views on the relative values of 

different parts of the same building. 

 

9.2 Ms May considers the whole Centennial Wing should be listed as Group 2 

(see paragraph 6.3). This is a divergence of opinion from Museum/Wright 

position. However at paragraph 6.4 Ms May states she agrees that 

international best practice is that heritage items should be listed in their 

entirety, which would mean that all Wings are classified in the same group.  

 

9.3 At paragraph 6.7 Ms May notes that the interiors of the Centennial Memorial 

Wing and the Roger Duff Wing has been extensively altered. I disagree with 

this statement based on my site visit on the 11 November 2015. See 

paragraph 6.3 of my evidence in chief. 

 

9.4 I am unsure of the Museum's opinion on what makes the Museum significant. 

At paragraph 6.8 Ms May outlines that 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, indicating that age is not the 

most important factor. However Ms May then notes that the 19th Century 

sections of the Museum are its founding aesthetic form, which indicates that 

the older a building is the higher its heritage value. Mr Wright stated that it is 

the use of the Museum since 1877 that makes the whole place significant. 

 

9.5 In response to Ms May's comments at 6.11, I am not suggesting that all parts 

of the Museum have equal value. Rather that the Museum has overall high 

significance in view of the multiple values it embodies.  

 



 

7 
27182376_1.DOC 

9.6 In contrast to Ms May's view at 6.12, I do not think members of the public 

would have any trouble reading the Museum as unified, a single building 

dedicated to history and heritage of Canterbury. 

 

9.7 At 6.15 Ms May compares the Museum to the Arts Centre and Christ's 

College. These are places of collective heritage items, with multiple buildings 

erected to meet specific needs, such as school chapel or dining hall, university 

library or school gymnasium. Christ's dining hall and admin building share a 

common wall but were built for quite different purposes. Ms May does not 

address the singular purpose of these buildings, nor does she acknowledge 

the sole purpose of the museum.  

 

 

 

 

Dr Ann Elizabeth McEwan 

18 December 2015 


