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BEFORE THE CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN 
INDEPENDENT HEARINGS PANEL 
 
 
Under the Resource Management Act 1991 and the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch 
Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 
 
In the matter of     Chapter 9 – Natural and Cultural Heritage 
 
Submitter     Restore Christchurch Cathedral Group Incorporated (Submission #3279) 
 

 
CLOSING SUBMISSIONS 
 
1.  These closing submissions have been prepared by David William Collins, a committee 

member of the Restore Christchurch Cathedral Group Incorporated (The Group) who 

presented a statement at the hearing and led evidence from Professor Ian Lochhead. 

 

2.  Our submission is straightforward: we support the recognition of Christ Church Cathedral 

by listing as a Group 1 building in Appendix 9.3.6.1.3 of the Proposed District Plan, and 

we support Rule 9.3.3.2.7 which requires any proposal for demolition of a Group 1 building  

or other structure to be assessed as a non-complying activity. 

 

3.  Non-complying status for demolition of the most important heritage buildings in a district 

is the most common way councils "recognise and provide for"  "the protection of historic 

heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development." (RMA, section 6).   

 

4.  Professor Lochhead, who is an internationally recognised expert on neo-gothic heritage 

buildings, provided a concise summary of why Christ Church Cathedral is of great 

significance, even in its present earthquake damaged state. This appears to be 

uncontested, so the question is how the District Plan should "recognise and provide for" 

this building. 

 

5.  The Restore Christchurch Cathedral Group believe that the most valuable built heritage 

resources have to be unambiguously protected from the whims and opinions of the 

owners or people responsible for them at any particular time in their history, be they 

private owners, councils, bishops, or Ministers of the Crown. These buildings and other 

structures make up only a tiny fraction of the built resources of the City.  Like endangered 

species, which are similarly protected even when on private land, if they are lost they are 

gone forever.  We owe it to future generations to ensure they are protected, beyond the 

reach of the pressures of the day. 

 

6.  As far as we are aware, no one has asked for the Cathedral to be removed from Group 

1.  Witnesses for the Church Property Trustees (CPT) have acknowledged the heritage 

values of the Cathedral, in its present state. 

 

7.  Several submitters have however opposed non-complying status for demolition.  In 

particular, the CPT seek controlled activity status for demolition of the Cathedral 

(Submission 3610, page 6).  This is just one of many submission points about objectives 
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and policies, definitions, assessment matters etc. These are no doubt important matters, 

but we suggest they pale into insignificance compared to a proposal that the most 

significant heritage building in the City could be demolished without any public 

consultation, and with the Council's jurisdiction limited to imposing conditions on trivial 

matters about the way demolition is carried out.  We cannot accept the statement of CTP's 

planner, Mr Robert Nixon, at 5.18 of his evidence, that "The submitters are not seeking 

demolition as a primary focus of their submission..."   The CTP’s request that the District 

Plan allows demolition is clearly the most significant part of their submission. 

 

8.  The central concern to the CTP appears to be the cost of restoring the Cathedral.  There 

is an assumption that the Church would have to raise the money for restoration. For 

example Mr Nixon at 8.27 of his evidence prefaces a discussion of the financial difficulties 

of the Church with "...in the absence of external assistance..."  This is a crucial 

assumption.  The CPT have consistently declined offers of assistance including an 

immediate $7million to make the building safe to work on, and an offer to assist pro bono 

with national and international fund raising.  There can be no credence to the suggestion 

that money is an insurmountable obstacle to restoration of the Cathedral when the CPT 

have not tried to raise it. 

 

9.  I was asked at the hearing whether I had read the CTP engineering evidence.  I replied 

that I had not, but I should have added that the reason for that is that I consider any 

engineering evidence filed at that time has been superseded by the Miriam Dean Report, 

which was appended to Mr Nixon’s evidence.  The agreed conclusions of the most senior 

engineers assisting the CPT and the Great Christchurch Buildings Trust included (pages 

5 and 6 of the Dean Report): 

 

 “The cathedral can be largely reinstated to the extent that, for most people, it would be 

indistinguishable from the pre-earthquake building.” 

 

 “The cathedral’s archaic materials make it impossible for the building to comply with 

every aspect of the new building code, but reinstatement could enable it to achieve 

100 per cent of the code’s seismic capacity requirements.  The cathedral would then 

have the same capacity to resist collapse as that required for a new building.” 

 

 (Then following a description of likely reinstatement and strengthening methods): 

 

 “Similar reinstatement methods are being successfully employed at the Christchurch 

Arts Centre.” 

 

 “Similar strengthening techniques have been employed on Christchurch buildings that 

subsequently performed well in the earthquakes, most notably the Old Government 

Buildings (now the Heritage Apartments), the Art School at the Arts Centre and some 

blocks at Christ’s College.” 

 

10.  It is important to note that much of what is required to be done to the Cathedral is 

strengthening against future earthquakes, not repair of actual earthquake damage. This 

strengthening would have been required within about 20 years in any case because of 
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the Council's policy for earthquake prone buildings under the Building Act.  Before the 

earthquakes the CTP will have, or should have been, planning for the required further 

strengthening of the Cathedral.  Owners of other heritage buildings were.   

 

11. I was asked at the hearing whether I thought the Panel has enough information to make 

a decision on the Cathedral’s future.  To clarify what was probably a rather rambling reply, 

I accept that the Panel has jurisdiction to allow demolition by amending the status of 

demolition from the notified non-complying status to the controlled activity status sought 

by the CPT.  However, for the Panel to determine whether that would achieve the purpose 

of the Act the Panel would have to come to a view on what the Cathedral means to the 

people and communities of Christchurch and beyond.  I perhaps should have led evidence 

on the Colmar Brunton poll carried out in 2015, but I assumed there was no question that 

the Cathedral is of great cultural, historic, architectural, commercial (tourism) and religious 

significance to many people. 

 

12. If the decision of this hearing panel was to effectively grant consent for the Cathedral to 

be demolished, we believe it is likely the CPT would use that opportunity.  The CPT, 

through its spokesperson Bishop Matthews, has been reported as having a clear 

preference for a modern building.  The problem is that on their own evidence (Mr Nixon, 

paragraph 8.20) they have “…a funding shortfall beyond insurance of $23.38 million”  for 

the basic new building put forward as an alternative to restoring the Cathedral. Bishop 

Matthews explained at a public meeting when this option was presented to the public that 

the Church’s rules prevent it from borrowing to build churches.  The consequence of 

demolition would therefore not be a new modern cathedral but a vacant site in the centre 

of Cathedral Square for the foreseeable future. 

 

 

 
 8 June 2016 


