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INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Suzanne Margaret Price. 

2 I am the Recovery Programme Manager for Church Property Trustees 

("CPT"). 

3 I have over 30 years experience in the property industry, including 22 

years at general management level, in the areas of development 

planning and project management. I have experience in restoration, 

adaptive re-use and strengthening of listed heritage buildings. I have 

been managing seismic upgrades, earthquake repairs and rebuild 

projects in Canterbury since the 201 O earthquakes. 

4 In my role as Recovery Programme Manager, I oversee CPT's 

earthquake recovery programme. 

5 I have responsibility for the repair and rebuild of church properties within 

the Anglican Diocese of Christchurch, which covers the Canterbury and 

Westland regions. 

6 I also oversee CPT's earthquake prone building programme. 

7 I am duly authorised to give this evidence on behalf of CPT. 

8 I attended the facilitated mediation on heritage matters on 18 November 

2015 as well as subsequent informal mediation with council officers on 

site specific heritage items and settings. 

9 I have read the council's evidence on Proposal 9 relevant to Historic 

Heritage, and, in particular, the evidence of Ms Fiona Wykes and Ms 

Amanda Ohs. 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

10 The purpose of my evidence is to provide context and background to 

CPT's submission and expert evidence of Mr Bob Nixon, Ms Rochelle 

Hardy, Mr Win Clark and Mr Dave Pearson. My evidence, and the facts 

and figures within my evidence, exclude the ChristChurch Cathedral. 

Evidence in relation to insurance proceeds and funding shortfalls for the 

Christchurch Cathedral is given my Mr Gavin Holley. 

11 My evidence outlines the extent of CPT's earthquake recovery 

programme across the Diocese to provide some context to the extent of 

the challenge that CPT is faced with as the owner of a significant 
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number of heritage buildings, not only in completing complex repairs and 

upgrades to damaged heritage buildings in Christchurch City, but in the 

greater Canterbury area. 

12 In particular my evidence provides an overview of: 

(a) the financial constraints CPT is working within to complete 

complex earthquake repairs and seismic upgrades to its damaged 

heritage buildings and 

(b) the extent of the funding shortfall CPT is faced with to complete its 

repair programme. 

13 My evidence sets out CPT's concerns with regards to: 

(a) the cost and timeframes involved in the consenting process for 

heritage building repairs and upgrades under the proposed 

planning framework and 

(b) the need for the Replacement District Plan to be more enabling of 

earthquake recovery work and to provide a cost effective and 

timely consenting process for heritage buildings to minimise the 

impact on project costs and facilitate the repair process for badly 

damaged heritage buildings. 

14 I also comment on the limited availability of external funding to assist 

with heritage earthquake repairs and upgrades. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

15 CPT owns a significant number of earthquake damaged heritage 

buildings within Christchurch City and the wider Canterbury region. 

16 It has a significant funding shortfall between the net insurance proceeds 

received and the cost to complete the required repairs and seismic 

upgrades (plus other compliance work). 

17 CPT has no capacity to fund this shortfall and there are limited external 

funding sources available. 

18 The most complex of CPT's heritage building repairs are yet to be 

completed. A high proportion of these are unreinforced stone rubble 

masonry buildings which are High Significance heritage buildings under 

the Replacement District Plan. 
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19 CPT is concerned at the cost and time involved in seeking multiple 

resource consents in order to undertake investigative work, 

reconstruction and seismic upgrades. 

20 The extent of information the Council is seeking at resource consent 

stage also goes well beyond the level of design detail that is generally 

available or is reasonably justifiable at the resource consent stage and 

there are significant costs associated with providing this level of 

information so early in the design process. 

21 It is essential that both the planning framework and timeframes involved 

in granting consents facilitate earthquake recovery work and do not add 

further unnecessary financial burden and time delays to projects. 

BACKGROUND 

Extent of CPT Heritage Earthquake Repair Programme 

22 I manage CPT's earthquake recovery programme which comprises: 

(a) repairs to 180 damaged buildings within the Canterbury region 

and 

(b) construction of 12 new buildings to replace buildings demolished 

due to earthquake damage. 

23 Given the significance of the earthquake repair programme, CPT has 

established a dedicated earthquake recovery team with the specific 

purpose of managing the earthquake recovery programme through to 

completion. 

24 Of the 180 buildings damaged in the earthquakes, 59 were listed 

heritage buildings with either local authorities or Heritage New Zealand. 

25 All of CPT's 136 properties throughout Christchurch and Banks 

Peninsula suffered varying degrees of earthquake damage. Thirty-three 

were listed heritage buildings. Five of these buildings have been 

demolished due to total structural collapse or irreparable structural 

damage and public safety concerns. 

26 Of the remaining 28 heritage buildings within Christchurch City and 

Banks Peninsula, 13 have had repairs completed and a further 10 are to 

be repaired, subject to funds being available. Four of these buildings are 
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closed due to significant structural damage. A further 5 heritage 

buildings remain closed awaiting decisions on their future. 

27 Heritage repairs completed to date have in the majority been simple, 

non-structural, or cosmetic repairs to timber heritage buildings. These 

repairs have been completed as permitted activities or under approved 

resource consents. Only one substantive repair and strengthening 

project involving a stone building has been completed. This reflects the 

complexity of planning structural repairs and seismic upgrades of 

unreinforced stone masonry buildings. 

28 More than half of CPT's remaining heritage repair projects within 

Christchurch City and Banks Peninsula involve unreinforced masonry 

stone rubble buildings with extensive structural damage. These require 

complex repairs as well strengthening work and other compliance 

upgrades to bring the buildings up to the minimum requirements under 

the Building Act. 

29 A number of these buildings have damaged structural elements which 

require partial deconstruction in order to complete repair work and 

seismic upgrades in a safe and effective manner. 

30 Investigations of existing construction methods and structural options 

are ongoing to help inform the repair and strengthening details for these 

buildings. 

31 CPT's heritage earthquake repair programme extends beyond the 

Christchurch City Council jurisdiction. A further 26 of CPT's heritage 

buildings outside of Christchurch received varying degrees of 

earthquake damage. 

Insurance Funding For Heritage Repairs and Upgrades 

32 CPT's overall financial position is covered in further detail in Mr Halley's 

evidence. However, I provide context on insurance and subsequent 

constraints on the repair of earthquake damaged facilities. 

33 The net global insurance settlement received in respect of the 

earthquake repair programme is significantly less than the cost of repairs 

and strengthening work to damaged heritage buildings. 

34 Many of the unreinforced stone heritage buildings, which were the most 

severely damaged, were insured for indemnity value only, due to the 
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cost of insurance. This has resulted in a significant shortfall between the 

cost of repair and level of insurance pay out. 

35 As set out in Mr Holley's evidence, region wide CPT has an estimated 

shortfall of approximately $10.53m between insurance proceeds, 

external grants and full cost of repairs and seismic upgrades under the 

earthquake recovery programme. The total gross settlement from CPT's 

insurers for heritage buildings within Christchurch City, excluding 

Christchurch Cathedral, was $15.83m. 

36 At the time of the settlement, $7.2m of the agreed gross insurance 

settlement had already been expended by the insurer and/or CPT on 

emergency building repairs and consultant services to determine the full 

extent and cost of repairs and compliance upgrades required to 

complete earthquake repairs. 

37 This work was necessary to substantiate the insurance claims presented 

to the insurer and to put appropriate measures in place to prevent further 

damage to buildings in subsequent aftershocks. 

38 These costs were not reimbursed by the insurer, leaving a net 

settlement figure of $8.63m available to complete repair work. 

39 The total estimated cost of repairs and upgrade work is $16.28m. To 

date $2.16m of external funding has been secured towards earthquake 

repairs and strengthening of heritage buildings, leaving a $5.49m 

shortfall. 

40 CPT has a further estimated shortfall of $5.04m to complete earthquake 

repairs and strengthening to heritage buildings in the greater Canterbury 

region. 

41 CPT has no financial capacity itself to fund repairs and strengthening 

work not covered by insurance proceeds or external funding grants. 

42 Despite the financial constraints in which it is working, CPT continues to 

apply considerable financial, staff and expert heritage consultants 

resources toward the repair and upgrade of its damaged heritage 

buildings. 

EXTERNAL FUNDING FOR HERITAGE BUILDINGS 

43 I note that the Proposal 9 includes a policy in respect of incentives and 

assistance for historic heritage. Mr Bob Nixon will discuss in his 
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evidence how economic considerations are addressed in the s.32 report. 

However, I consider it important to provide comment on CPrs 

understanding of the limited financial assistance available to assist with 

the retention and upgrade of heritage buildings. 

44 There have also been general discussions in the course of the expert 

conferencing and mediation process around the availability of external 

grants to bridge funding shortfalls in order for heritage building owners to 

assist with the retention of heritage buildings and fund earthquake 

repairs and strengthening. Council officers consider the grants a 

valuable aspect of the Council's planning framework. In my opinion, the 

funding available falls well short of what is needed to repair heritage 

buildings on the scale of CPT's repair portfolio. 

45 CPT is proactive in seeking external grants to assist with the funding 

shortfall for heritage building repairs and strengthening. It is extremely 

grateful for the funding grants secured to date, totalling $2.16m, 

including a substantial grant from the Council. These grants will make a 

significant contribution to several key heritage projects that would be 

unable to proceed without these grants. 

46 However, CPT is also acutely aware of the very limited pool of funds 

available locally and nationally relative to the overall heritage building 

stock within New Zealand and the number of competing applications for 

this limited pool of funds, as many heritage building owners across the 

country seek to upgrade their buildings following the Canterbury 

earthquakes. I consider it unrealistic to expect the shortfall that CPT and 

other church denominations face could be met from external grants. 

47 To CPT's knowledge there are limited opportunities to secure any level 

of substantive external grant funding for heritage buildings. 

48 The Canterbury Earthquake Heritage Buildings Fund is fully expended. 

Only one of the Lottery Grants Board committees accepts applications 

for heritage building funding. Funding is available through the council's 

Heritage Incentive Grants Fund which includes the Central City 

Landmark Heritage Fund. 

49 Beyond these funds, CPT is not aware of any other sources of 

substantive grant funding to assist towards heritage restoration and 

upgrade work. 
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PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS OF PROPOSED RULES 

50 CPT has a number of concerns in relation to the proposed rules for work 

to High Significance (Group 1} heritage buildings. These concerns are 

addressed in detail in Mr Bob Nixon's evidence. 

51 CPT is particularly concerned by the impact on project costs and 

timeframes of the proposed rules for the following works to Group 1 

heritage buildings: 

(a} reconstruction; 

(b} investigative work; 

(c} heritage upgrades and 

(d) temporary works. 

52 CPT has 9 Group 1 heritage buildings in Christchurch and Banks 

Peninsula which are yet to be repaired, only two of which have been 

granted resource consent under the Operative Plan. Under the rule 

framework proposed by the Council, I anticipate that the consenting 

process will be far more complex for the balance of Group 1 buildings 

than would be the case under the current Operative Plan. 

Reconstruction 

53 As discussed in Mr Nixon's evidence, reconstruction is a controlled 

activity in the proposed rules. Reconstruction may be relatively 

insignificant and can be a requirement of an otherwise simple repair e.g. 

where a small section of a wall may need to be deconstructed due to 

damage or dislodged fabric in order that it can be reinstated. This may 

practically be the only way to reinstate the damaged building fabric. I am 

concerned that this type of minor reconstruction related to a repair will 

require resource consent. 

Investigative works 

54 CPT is also concerned at the time and cost implication as well as 

practicalities of seeking resource consent to undertake investigative 

works to High Significance (Group 1} Heritage Items. 

55 Under the proposed rules, heritage investigative work to a High 

Significance heritage item is also controlled activity. Up until the release 
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of the pRDP, in most cases, these investigations were able to be 

undertaken as a permitted activity. 

56 In my experience of heritage investigative works and the process of 

investigation that is necessary to determine the extent of damage to a 

heritage building, and the subsequent repair methodology and 

strengthening options, it would not be possible to identify all proposed 

investigative works for inclusion in a resource consent application. 

57 By way of example, CPT is still undertaking investigative work to confirm 

the construction detailing of a significant heritage building which is at 

detailed design stage and has been a work in progress for 4 Y2 years. 

58 At each stage of the design process, as repair and strengthening options 

have been developed further, it has been necessary to undertake further 

(minor) investigative works to inform the structural design process and 

enable solutions to be developed that achieve an effective repair and 

seismic upgrade, while minimising the impact of this work on the 

heritage fabric. 

59 For this project to have progressed to the stage it is now at, under the 

proposed controlled activity status, would have required an initial 

resource consent setting out the likely investigations (which would not 

have been known at the time) and multiple consent variations and 

approvals to enable the various investigations to be undertaken as these 

were determined. 

60 This would have been extremely prohibitive in terms of project planning, 

co-ordination of the specialist trades involved in undertaking this work 

while awaiting council approvals, as well as adding further consenting 

costs. Any further investigative work will now require consent. 

61 CPT undertakes all heritage investigative work under the supervision 

and direction of competent and suitably qualified heritage professionals. 

Appropriate recognition should be given to the role that heritage 

consultants can play in supervising these works and avoiding the need 

for consent which only adds to project timelines and costs. 

Role of heritage consultants on heritage projects 

62 This also applies to heritage consultant's role supervising works during 

construction. In a recently granted non-notified consent application, the 

level of council involvement and approvals required during construction 
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that was included in the consent conditions is of concern, given that we 

have our own heritage architect engaged on the project. It is also an 

inefficient use of CPT's limited financial resources to have all work peer 

reviewed during the resource consent process, at our cost, as occurred 

on this consent application when we have already engaged suitably 

qualified heritage experts on the project. 

63 We appreciate that not all heritage building owners may engage 

specialist heritage consultants to the extent CPT does. However, we 

consider that, where a suitably qualified heritage consultant is involved 

in a project, their ability to provide oversight and make heritage 

decisions in relation to this work should be acknowledged in the plan 

rules. 

Temporary works 

64 CPT is also concerned at the requirement for temporary works to a 

Group 1 heritage item to be consented. These may be required as a 

matter of priority to protect the structural integrity of a heritage building 

e.g. if Canterbury were to experience another major aftershock causing 

further damage to already compromised structures. There appears to be 

no provision in the rules for such a situation to occur as a permitted 

activity for Group 1 heritage buildings. 

EXTENT OF INFORMATION REQUIRED AT RESOURCE CONSENT STAGE 

65 CPT is concerned at the extent of information now being requested at 

resource consent stage. Recent experience in relation to a non-notified 

consent was that Council officers were seeking documentation that 

would typically only be available at building consent stage in order to 

consider the resource consent application This issue is covered in Mr 

Bowman's evidence on behalf of the Crown, by way of example, in 

regards to St Peter' Upper Riccarton non-notified resource consent. 

66 While we fully understand the need to provide sufficient information for 

an informed decision to be made, the level of information required on 

this project was well beyond what we have had to provide on other 

projects, or would reasonably expect to provide, given the project was 

only at concept design stage. 

67 It is not practical or economic to provide the level of design detail the 

Council is requesting at the resource consent stage of a project. Much of 
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the detail is not available until detailed design is completed for building 

consent application. 

CONCLUSION 

68 CPT seeks a planning framework that is more enabling of earthquake 

recovery and, while affording appropriate protection to the City's heritage 

buildings, allows repairs, reconstruction and strengthening to be 

completed in a practical, cost effective and timely manner. 

69 We are working in unprecedented circumstances post-quake and I 

believe that planning rules need to reflect this. Mr Nixon sets out the --- pacific relief sought in his evidence. 

Suzanne Margaret Price 

10 December 2015 


