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MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL 

 

Introduction 

 

1. The Secretariat has invited a response by the Westall Trust (“the Trust”) to the 

memorandum filed by the Christchurch City Council dated 15 September 2016 

(“Council’s memorandum”) in relation to 104 Glandovey Road, Christchurch. For 

convenience, part of this memorandum summarises relevant parts of the annexures 

to the Council’s memorandum.  

 

2. The circumstances raise a fundamental issue of natural justice and go to the heart of 

the decision making process: the need for any Judicial body, in the case the Panel, to 

be able to make a decision on the basis of relevant information. 

 

3. In the case of heritage listings generally, and this in particular, the consequences for 

a landowner are substantial.  

 

 Purpose of the Council’s memorandum 

 

4. While not overtly stated, the purpose of the Council’s memorandum is to correct or 

supplement information provided by the Council to the Panel in its Original 

Statement of Significance and the Amended Statement of Significance dated 16 June 

2016.1 It was filed following significant discussion between the Council and the Trust, 

over a lengthy period of time.  

 

5. The context (from our perspective) includes the Council, for the purpose of its 

proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (“the Plan”), seemingly not prior 

to notification having undertaken a proper expert assessment of the condition, 

damage and feasibility of repair of damage to the property caused by the 22 February 

2011 earthquake.2  

 

6. This became apparent to the Westall Trust as a result of information received by the 

Trust from the Council on 9 September 2016, in the context of an information 

                                                
1 CCC 9.3 Closing Appendix I – Updated Statement of Significance 104 Glandovey Road. This was 
filed by the Council after leave was declined to the Trust, thus the Trust has not been heard on it. 
2 It is understood that it had a limited EQ report of 25 February 2011 for a different purpose, and 
two photographs from the street dating in 2013, from which damage was evident.  
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request pursuant to the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 

1987.  

 

7. The lack of proper assessment does not sit well with more general evidence by the 

Council, for example in response to a question of the Panel that condition and 

damage are assessed as part of a heritage integrity assessment. 3 

 

8. It is recognised that by application dated 3 June 2016, the Trust sought to be heard 

regarding the heritage listing and protected trees provisions in the Plan.4 The Trust 

was successful in relation to the protected trees issue but unsuccessful as regards the 

heritage listing.5 The Honourable Chair observed that delay had not been explained 

by the Trust. That is recognised, and the Trust and writer apologise. To explain: 

 

(a) the Trust settled its purchase of the property on 18 December 2015;6 

 

(b) it swiftly engaged an architect and engineer, who attended promptly: Mr 

Johnson of Bernard Johnson Architects Limited who first attended on 21 

December 2015 and Mr Hanham of TH Consultants Limited who first 

attended on 21 January 2016. Other professionals have also been engaged; 

 

(c) it has engaged with the Council since pre-purchase in relation to these 

matters. The position has become more acute as time has gone on. 

Engagement has included seeking for the Council to reconsider the position 

regarding the listing and since May 2016 to have it properly put before the 

Panel a description of the earthquake damage;  

 

(d) this included a site visit by Council heritage staff on 15 June 2016; 

 

(e) it declined to change the listing sought and made only some changes by way 

of an Amended Statement of Significance. It had provided an assurance 

material was considered by appropriate people. On 9 September 2016 we 

received by way of information request a Council email of 7 July 2016 and file 

note of 8 July 2016, from which it seems that there was no assessment of 

                                                
3 See for example Stage 3 Transcript pg 829, questions by Dr Mitchell and answers.  
4 See further submission of the Trust and application to file submission late in respect of property 
and trees of the Trust dated 3 June 2016 
5 Decision of the Chair dated 8 June 2016 
6 Evidence of AJF Wilding 03 June 2016, NCHT 68, para 4. 
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information we had provided by an appropriate expert, eg an engineer. Our 

expert information was essentially given little weight and non-economic to 

repair advice disregarded; 

 

(f) in summary, by the time we settled and had discussion, we would never have 

been in time to submit on the proposed plan. 

 

9. Fundamentally, aside from our delay: 

 

(a) the Council ought to have ensured that the Panel had relevant information 

when it sought listing, both as to its procedure and substantively. That is 

especially so when it is the party seeking listing, and is (unless someone objects 

in time) the sole party able to provide evidence;  

 

(b) it was aware of that need, especially given the concerns of the Panel identified 

in its Minute of 22 February 2016;7   

 

(c) the Council had: 

 

(i) since 7 September 2015, from the Trust, Attachment A to the 

Council’s memorandum, being the engineering report of LSC 

Consulting, engineers, dated 7 November 2011, to the effect that 

significant parts of the heritage improvements – the garage and 

streamside wing - required demolition and the “cost of repair is likely to 

exceed an equivalent sized (total floor area) new light weight house.” That was 

assuming not full geotechnical protection against future large 

magnitude earthquakes; 

 

(ii) since 7 September 2015, from the Trust, Attachment B to the 

Council’s memorandum, being the report dated 17 January 2012 from 

Riley Consulting, geotechnical engineers, regarding the significant 

geotechnical issues; 

 

(iii) since 7 September 2015, advice from the Trust that the property was 

to be auctioned as is where is without insurance. It had been vacant 

since the 22 February 2011 earthquake for safety reasons. The Trust 

                                                
7 Minute of the Panel dated 22 February 2016, Chapters 9.1 to 9.5. 
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confirmed the purchase on that basis with the Council on 25 

September 2015 and that the house was not economically able to be 

repaired; 

 

(iv) since April 2016 advice that the Trust’s engineer had confirmed the 

report of LSC Consulting, but that there was even worse damage; 

 

(v) advice that the Trust would prefer to try to repair the property, but it 

could not be done economically in accordance with heritage 

methodology. If heritage listing occurs, then because it is 

unaffordable, demolition will be sought or a sale will be required. This 

is still the case: listing will have the opposite effect of that intended 

by the relevant proposed chapter.  

 

10. The key point is that matters have gone awry. The reasons are perhaps immaterial, 

but natural justice requires that the position be corrected. The changes in 

circumstances are the information the Council had seemingly not undertaken a proper 

pre-notification expert assessment; the Council has now filed further relevant 

information; and it (or its expert reports), despite some differences, accept substantial 

damage and cost implications, that are relevant to Proposed Chapter 9.3.  

 

 The current position regarding the house and attached garage 

 

11. The essential circumstances are below: 

 

(a) it appears to be undisputed that the attached garage, streamside wing and part 

of the northern front of the western wing of the house require demolition; 

 

(b) the effect is that of a house and attached garage comprising a footprint of 252 

m2 ground floor and 146.5m2 upper floor, there will be left a ground floor of 

approximately 156.5 m2, exposed to the south, and the upper floor, with 

substantial repairs required to remaining areas, including foundation and 

geotechnical. The Appendix to the report of TH Consultants (Attachment D 

to the Council’s memorandum) is a plan showing the extent of demolition 

required. That report also shows the proposed repairs;  

 

(c) a heritage repair (if possible) will cost more than $1,703,904 including GST, 

based on the Trust’s quantity surveying report from IQS (Ms Goodman-
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Jones) being Attachment E to the Council’s memorandum. For some reason, 

the Council has omitted the curriculum vitae of Ms Goodman-Jones, which 

is attached, and includes that she is the former President of the New Zealand 

Institute of Quantity Surveyors and former Chairman of its Registration 

Board (This report was obtained following the Council, in September 2016, 

challenging costing. We could have obtained and provided a report much 

earlier had there been earlier challenge); 

 

(d) a repair, based on the Council’s quantity surveying report from Rhodes and 

Associates (Mr Stanley), Attachment F to the Council’s memorandum, will be 

$1,535,250 including GST (the Trust will have to pay GST and cannot claim 

it back). We are clarifying certain aspects of that report; 

 

(e) both quantity surveying reports expressly exclude from those costings: 

 

(i) the cost of additional geotechnical work between the house and the 

stream in order to reduce lateral spread; 

 

(ii) the cost of improving non-rebuilt parts of the property to meet 

modern housing standards, for example installation of double glazing 

in the windows that are not replaced and heatpumps; 

 

(iii) redecoration and refurbishment in areas in which there is not repair. 

For example they do not include costing new carpet and alterations 

to the upstairs configuration; 

 

(iv) reinstatement of landscaping; 

 

(v) borrowing costs, when a heritage repair is likely to take longer than a 

non-heritage repair or rebuilding a non-high end architectural house.  

 

12. The Council’s quantity surveyor report is on the basis that there can be a heritage 

repair by removing heavy basalt stone, splitting it, and replacing it on the house with 

an appropriate system. The report of TH Consultants is that this is not feasible.  

 

13. TH Consultants and Ms Goodman-Jones express concern regarding the risks 

associated with heritage repair, especially if there is unproven methodology.  

 



6 

 

 

 A non-heritage repair or new house 

 

14. Both quantity surveyors agree that a new house can be built for significantly less. Ms 

Goodman-Jones expresses the view that the options from least to most expensive 

are: 

 

 (a) a group/ volume building housing company house (under $1 million); 

 

 (b) a new house, of above average level ($1,178,750 including GST); 

 

 (c) a non-heritage repair ($1,188,449 including GST); 

 

 (d) a heritage repair (over $1,703,904 including GST).  

 

15. The Council’s quantity surveyor assesses a new house as being $310,589 plus GST 

less than a heritage repair if non-architectural, but more if architectural.  

 

16. In the post-earthquake insurance context, in Rout v Southern Response8  Gendall J made 

the now well accepted observation:9 

 

 “[25] The essential starting point in applying these provisions is to consider whether the house is 

regarded as “economically repairable”… On this aspect, before me, the evidence has suggested that 

most insurance companies involved in Christchurch Earthquake damage claims presently operate a 

rule of thumb that a house is only economic to repair if the actual repair costs are less than about 

80% of a full rebuild estimate.” 

 

17. Ms Goodman-Jones observes that a new house could be sited elsewhere on the land, 

with perhaps less costly geotechnical ramifications. This is important given the 

exclusions in the quantity surveyors reports. 

 

18. The Trust cannot, and thus will not, fund a heritage repair. It is too expensive, let 

alone with the exclusions. We wish to undertake non-heritage repairs, funded over 

time, as and when the Trust can. Failing that we will build, likely a group builder 

home, in the best place on the site. It is intended to live there.  

 

                                                
8 Rout v Southern Response Earthquake Services Limited [2013] NZHC 3262. 
9 Rout v Southern Response Earthquake Services Limited [2013] NZHC 3262, at 25. 
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 Amended Statement of Significance and Heritage 

 

19. The Amended Statement of Significance is clearly deficient. It outlines some 

earthquake damage, for example chimneys have been removed and to landscaping, 

but fails to reflect the major damage, for example the recommended demolition of 

the attached garage and streamside wing, when these were clearly conveyed in 

Attachment A that the Council had when it updated that Statement of Significance. 

 

20. It is apparent from that Amended Statement that this property has already lost much 

heritage, as a result of alterations over the years. 

 

21. Mr Hanham of TH Consultants, whose heritage qualifications are outlined in his 

report of 2 September 2016 and include being the former Chairman of the Institute 

of Professional Engineers Canterbury Chapter for Engineering Heritage, at 

paragraphs 14 to 17 directly addresses the substantial effect of repair on heritage. He 

does not support listing. He states: 

 

“15 … We are also not sure why aspects that require demolition are to be listed. Considering 

the damage, we do not support listing of the property.  

 

17 …. The owner has expressed the wish to try to retain much of the form (shape) of the house 

and garage. But for that we would have supported demolition.”  

 

 Conclusion regarding heritage listing  

 

22. The Council seeks to protect the whole of the house and attached garage and, based 

on that, the whole of the setting of 3021m2, when they are extensively damaged and 

after partial demolition will have a footprint reduced from 252m2 to 156.5 m2, 

requiring very substantial, complex and risky repair. 

 

23. The cost of a heritage repair will cost at least $1,535,250 (Council’s estimate) and at 

least $1,703,904 (Trust’s estimate). Given the exclusions from the costing referred to 

above, there is to be added, amongst other things: 

 

(a) geotechnical work to reduce the risk of lateral spread; 

 

(b) work to ensure that the house that is improved to modern standards, for 

example double glazing and heat pumps; 
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(c) refurbishment in the areas not repaired; 

 

(d) other repairs on the property, to the hard landscaping, pool and street garage. 

 

24. It will cost very substantially more than a non-heritage repair, Ms Goodman Jones 

estimates over $500,000 more. It will cost substantially more than a new house. 

 

25. This occurs when the property was sold as is where is, and there is no insurance sum 

available. It has been offered to the Council by the Trust. Repair was always 

dependent on cost-effectiveness. We are a modest family Trust. Loss of some heritage 

was, as TH Consultants advise, going to occur. 

 

26. Listing cannot be fair, proportionate nor in accordance with the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014. The Panel’s 

Decision 27 (Tailorspace) is especially relevant. To not address that now would create 

the inefficiency of requiring it to be dealt with after the Plan has issued. 

 

27. It is submitted that the natural justice means that an assessment should occur based 

on the material that is now before the Panel. The Trust consents to the Panel being 

able to make a decision based on the attachments filed by the Council, together with 

this and the attached curriculum vitae of Ms Goodman-Jones.   

 

28. It is not considered that this would require re-notification. A decision regarding listing 

would be based on criteria informed by the public hearing process and a change in 

respect of a single property would be a minor change only.  

 

29. An oral hearing is not sought – all we have wanted is a decision with a relevant factual 

basis.  The Council could be invited to urgently reconsider its listing request.  

 

30. The writer is available to attend before the Honourable Sir John Hansen. 

 

 

 

____________________________ 

     A.J.F. Wilding (Westall Trust) 



1 

 

           

 
CURRICULUM VITAE 

 

 

NAME: PHILLIPPA ANNE GOODMAN-JONES 

 

WORK ADDRESS: Unit14/1025 Ferry Road 

 Christchurch  8023 

 Phone (03) 376-4510 

 Mobile (021) 797-887 

 

 

COUNTRY OF BIRTH:  New Zealand 

 

 

CURRENT OCCUPATION: Quantity Surveyor/Company Director 

 

 

QUALIFICATIONS & RECOGNITIONS 

 

1981 New Zealand Certificate Quantity Surveying 

 

1988 New Zealand Institute Quantity Surveying Registration  

 

1989 Associate New Zealand Institute Quantity Surveyors (Inc) 

 

2000-2002 Canterbury Branch Chairman - New Zealand Institute Quantity 

Surveyors (Inc) 

  

2001 – 2008 Canterbury Council Representative - New Zealand Institute  

 Quantity Surveyors (Inc) 

 

2006 Graduate Diploma in Business Studies (Dispute Resolution)  

 Massey University 

 

2006 Associate of Arbitrators and Mediators Institute of New Zealand  

 

2007 Fellow New Zealand Institute Quantity Surveyors Inc 

 

2008-2010 President - New Zealand Institute Quantity Surveyors Inc 

 

2012-2015 NZIQS Registration Board Chairman  

 

2014-2016 PAQS/NZIQS Conference Convenor 
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WORK EXPERIENCE: 

 

1993- Present – Independent Quantity Surveyors Ltd 

Managing Director/Quantity Surveyor, focusing  on estimating and tendering 

for the residential market for Architects, Building Contractors and Clients as well as providing post 

tender administration support for contracts and project management.  

  

Since the 2010/2011 Earthquake have been providing estimates and negotiations services for re-

build and earthquake repair work for Clients, Building Contractors and Insurance Company’s. 

 

Contracted to Fletcher EQR from Oct 2011 to July 2013, helping to setup QS systems, processes 

and rates ceiling. 

 

Independent Quantity Surveyors currently has a staff of four quantity surveying personal. 

 

   

1999 – 2008 - Part-time Tutor at Christchurch Polytechnic  

Contract Administration to Quantity Surveying students, and Basic Quantity Surveying                   

to Civil Engineering students 

 

 

October 1994 - Dec 1998 - Pegasus Industrial Engineering Ltd, Christchurch 

Company Director/Quantity Surveyor 

During 1994 I was offered the opportunity to become a shareholder of Pegasus Engineering.  A 

company involved in general structural steelwork as well as specialist architectural  metalwork. 

This I saw as a chance to use my expertise to sustain and enhance the growth of this company.  

 

 

April 1993 - October 1994 -Project/Cost Management Services Ltd, Christchurch 

Managing Director/Quantity Surveyor 

Following the restructuring and withdrawal of Downer & Co from Christchurch, I set up the above 

Company and spent 18 months working for a variety of clients, overseeing and cost managing the 

construction of commercial premises, preparing estimates for both new commercial and 

residential projects and settling contract disputes. 

 

 

April 1990 - March 1993 -Downer & Company Ltd, Christchurch 

Quantity Surveyor/Contract Manager  

Initially employed as Financial Controller for the construction of the $12.0M South City Shopping 

Centre. On conclusion of this contract early in 1991, I continued working until Downers demise as 

Contract Manager/Quantity Surveyor on various commercial projects. 

 

April 1988 - December 1989  

Amtech Construction, Napier (Quantity Surveyor) 

  

June 1980 - April 1988  

Econotek/Woolaway Construction, Napier (Quantity Surveyor) 

   



3 

 

           

February 1976 - May 1980  

Powrie Michie Grey, Napier & Invercargill (Trainee Quantity Surveyor) 

 

 

REFEREES:             

Roger Sandford     John Granville 

Anderson Sandford Allen     past NZIQS Executive Director    

Partner/Solicitor     Retired 

Christchurch     Wellington 

Ph: (03) 366-6254      Ph (04) 902-3536 


