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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF MICHAEL CAMPBELL COPELAND 

INTRODUCTION 

1 My full name is Michael Campbell Copeland. 

2 I am a consulting economist and am currently joint managing 

director of Brown, Copeland and Company Limited, a firm of 

consulting economists which has undertaken a wide range of studies 

for public and private sector clients in New Zealand and overseas. I 

have provided evidence for this panel before on behalf of 

Transpower (Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes), Ngāi 

Tahu Property Limited and P D Sloan (Chapter 15: Commercial and 

Chapter 16: Industrial (Part)), the Lyttelton Port Company 

(Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes and Chapter14: 

Residential), and Fulton Hogan and the Christchurch Aggregates 

Producers Group (Chapter 17: Rural) in relation to the Proposed 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan. I refer the panel to that 

evidence for a summary of my qualifications and experience.  

3 I confirm that I have read the Expert Witness Code of Conduct set 

out in the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014. I have complied 

with the Code of Conduct in preparing this evidence and I agree to 

comply with it while giving oral evidence before the Hearings Panel. 

Except where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another 

person, this written evidence is within my area of expertise. I have 

not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter 

or detract from the opinions expressed in this evidence. 

4 I took part in the expert conferencing on 10 November, 2015 

covering the economic effects of heritage provisions in a period of 

post-earthquake recovery.  

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

5 The remainder of my evidence considers: 

5.1 Background to the relief sought by Church Property Trustees 

(CPT) and the Roman Catholic Bishop of the Diocese of 

Christchurch (the Diocese); 

5.2 Economics and the RMA; 

5.3 The economic benefits of the relief sought by CPT and the 

Diocese; 

5.4 The economic costs of the relief sought by CPT and the 

Diocese; 
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5.5 The evidence of the Christchurch City Council; and 

5.6 My conclusions. 

BACKGROUND TO THE RELIEF SOUGHT BY CPT AND THE 

DIOCESE  

6 Church Property Trustees (CPT) is responsible for a large number of 

Anglican Church buildings in Christchurch, the most significant of 

which is Christ Church Cathedral.  

7 The Roman Catholic Bishop of the Diocese of Christchurch (the 

Diocese) owns a large number of church buildings in Christchurch, 

the most significant of which is the Christchurch Cathedral of the 

Blessed Sacrament (the Roman Catholic Cathedral).  

8 Many of these buildings are subject to the heritage provisions in the 

Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage proposal (Chapter 9) of the 

proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP). 

9 Many of these buildings suffered significant damage in the 

Christchurch earthquakes. 

10 Net insurance claim proceeds fall well short of the costs involved to 

restore these buildings. Fund raising, grants and future income 

streams will not bridge that gap. Indeed the Anglican and Catholic 

Church organisations in Christchurch face an enormous task and 

considerable financial risks in adopting the least cost options 

involving demolition and building replacement facilities (see the 

evidence of Mr Gavin Holley, Ms Suzanne Price and Mr Keith 

Beal). 

11 CPT and the Diocese seek relief with respect to a number of the 

provision in the pRDP covering: 

11.1 The proposed objective and policy framework; 

11.2 The rules in the pRDP; 

11.3 The definitions used in terms of the implementation of those 

rules; and  

11.4 The listing of particular heritage items and settings. 

12 In general terms CPT and the Diocese seek a more appropriate 

balancing of the potentially competing components within 

“sustainable management – i.e. “... managing the use, development 

and protection of natural and physical resources in a way, or at a 

rate, which enables people and communities to provide for their 
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social, economic and cultural well-being and for their health and 

safety while- 

(a) Sustaining the potential of natural and physical 

resources (excluding minerals) to meet the reasonably 

foreseeable needs of future generations...” 

13 Rather than assuming the restoration and preservation of heritage 

buildings at all costs, provisions in the pRDP must provide for the 

repair, rebuild and/or deconstruction of damaged heritage buildings 

being appropriate in certain circumstances. Details of the specific 

relief sought by CPT and the Diocese are contained in the evidence 

of Mr Robert Nixon. 

ECONOMICS AND THE RMA 

Community Economic Wellbeing 

14 Economic considerations are intertwined with the concept of the 

sustainable management of natural and physical resources, which is 

a concept embodied in the RMA.  In particular, Part 2 section 5(2) 

refers to enabling “people and communities to provide for their 

social, economic and cultural well-being and for their health and 

safety” as part of the meaning of “sustainable management”, the 

promotion of which is the purpose of the RMA. 

15 As well as indicating the relevance of economic effects in making 

decisions under the RMA, section 5 also refers to “people and 

communities” (emphasis added).This highlights that, in assessing 

the impacts of a proposal, it is the impacts on the community as 

whole and not just CPT, the Diocese and the members of the 

Anglican and Roman Catholic churches in Christchurch or other 

particular individuals or organisations, which must be taken into 

account.  This is underpinned by the definition of “environment” 

which also extends to include people and communities1. 

16 However, CPT, the Diocese, current and future members of the 

Anglican and Roman Catholic churches and persons in Christchurch 

who benefit from the wider pastoral work of these churches form 

part of “people and communities”.  Economic and social effects on 

these parties are relevant considerations under the RMA. 

17 Also, as I understand it, legal precedent has set that the terms 

“recovery” and “rebuilding” in the Christchurch post-earthquake 

context and as contained within the CER Act have a much broader 

meaning than simply reinstatement or restoration. “Recovery” 

includes “restoration and enhancement”; and “rebuilding”, includes 

                                            
1 S 2 RMA 
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“extending, repairing, improving…” and “rebuilding communities.” 

The Court of Appeal has considered these CER Act definitions.2  The 

Court confirmed that: 

17.1 “Recovery”, within the scope of the CER Act, is not limited to 

restoring assets damaged by the earthquakes to their 

previous state, but extends to enhancing it or improving it in 

all respects; and 

17.2 “Rebuilding” is to be given a broad meaning well beyond 

merely restoring physical structures, to cover not only 

improving assets, but also rebuilding “communities”.  

18 This confirms that the scope of the CER Act is intended to reach 

beyond building and infrastructure physical restoration to pre-

earthquake condition. It also includes measures directed at 

improving the overall well-being of residents and businesses within 

Christchurch. Therefore the current and future relevance, 

functionality and viability of church properties within Christchurch 

City are important considerations even where there may be conflict 

with the retention of heritage. The best use of these assets from a 

cultural, economic and social perspective needs to take account of 

the current and future post-earthquakes environment. In my 

opinion this is consistent with enabling “people and communities to 

provide for their social, economic and cultural well-being and for 

their health and safety” and the “efficient use and development of 

natural and physical resources” (see next section of my evidence). 

19 I also consider that this interpretation is consistent with the 

Statement of Expectations3, particularly subsection (a)(ii) which 

provides: 

The expectations of the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery and the Minister for the Environment are that the 

replacement district plan –  

(a) Clearly articulates how decisions about resource use 

and values will be made, which must be in a manner 

consistent with an intention to reduce significantly… 

(ii) The number, extent and prescriptiveness of 

development controls and design standards in 

the rules, in order to encourage innovation 

and choice… (Emphasis added).  

                                            
2Canterbury Regional Council v Independent Fisheries [2012] NZCA 601. 

3Schedule 4 Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 
2014 
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Economic Efficiency 

20 Part 2 section 7(b) of the RMA directs that, in achieving the purpose 

of the Act, all persons “shall have particular regard to ... the 

efficient use and development of natural and physical resources” 

which includes the concept of economic efficiency.4  Economic 

efficiency can be defined as:5 

“The effectiveness of resource allocation in the economy as a whole 

such that outputs of goods and services fully reflect consumer 

preferences for these goods and services as well as individual goods 

and services being produced at minimum cost through appropriate 

mixes of factor inputs”. 

21 More generally, economic efficiency can be considered in terms of: 

21.1 Maximising the value of outputs divided by the cost of inputs; 

21.2 Maximising the value of outputs for a given cost of inputs; 

21.3 Minimising the cost of inputs for a given value of outputs; and 

21.4 Minimising waste. 

22 In this context, the sub-optimal use of the properties and funds 

available to CPT, the Diocese and the members of the Anglican and 

Roman Catholic churches in Christchurch now and in the future 

would represent inefficient use of their available resources. 

Consistent with the Court rulings on the broad interpretation of the 

terms “recovery” and “rebuilding”, in my opinion the pRDP should 

allow consideration of the most efficient use of church resources. In 

some situations this may not involve the restoration of church 

buildings to their pre-earthquake state. Cases may arise in which 

repairs or rebuilds must be undertaken in such a way that the 

heritage fabric of a building is not able to be preserved, or in which 

demolition is necessary. It is important for the recovery of the city 

that the pRDP is flexible in the rules providing for repairs, rebuilds 

and demolition.  

23 The future use of insurance proceeds and other current and future 

sources of funding that are available to each of the Anglican and 

Roman Catholic churches will be consistent with economic efficiency 

if used for investment in “fit for purpose” structures and activities. 

In the 2015 post-earthquakes environment it is hardly surprising 

                                            
4 See, for example, in Marlborough Ridge Ltd v Marlborough District Council 

[1998] NZRMA 73 at [86], the Court noted that all aspects of efficiency are 
“economic” by definition because economics is about the use of resources 
generally. 

5 Pass, Christopher and Lowes, Bryan, 1993, Collins Dictionary of Economics (2nd 
edition), Harper Collins, page 148. 
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that “fit for purpose” may differ from when damaged buildings were 

originally constructed. For example, falling congregations, the 

growth and contraction of different residential areas and the advent 

of new social challenges facing the churches will contribute to a 

change in their priorities.     

Viewpoint for Economic Assessment 

24 An essential first step in carrying out an evaluation of the positive 

and negative economic effects of the pRDP is to define the 

appropriate viewpoint that is to be adopted.  This helps to define 

which economic effects are relevant to the analysis.  Typically a city 

(district) or wider regional viewpoint is adopted and sometimes a 

nationwide viewpoint might be considered appropriate. 

25 In the case of a rule framework enabling consent to be granted to 

demolish church buildings in some cases, the major economic 

effects will be on the residents and businesses of Christchurch City 

and therefore a Christchurch City viewpoint is the most appropriate, 

although there may be regional or national economic effects that 

need to be considered.  

The Justification for Land Use Controls 

26 Over the past thirty years or so, there has been a growing 

acceptance in New Zealand and other countries that economic 

efficiency is maximised when investment decisions are left to 

individual entrepreneurs or firms, without intervention from 

Government.  The reason for this is that in theory a perfectly 

competitive market, where investment decisions are left to 

individual entrepreneurs or firms6 without intervention from 

Government, achieves an efficient allocation of resources.  The 

essence of this policy is that the efficient use of resources, and 

therefore "sustainable management" results from the creation of a 

climate where the market enables people to make investment 

decisions "to provide for their economic well-being". In the case of 

church bodies such as CPT and the Diocese their objective function 

broadens beyond simply their own “economic wellbeing” but 

includes the spiritual, pastoral, economic and social wellbeing of 

their church members and the wider community, especially the most 

vulnerable within it.    

27 Despite this, in reality markets are not "perfect", and the presence 

of "externalities"7 affects the working of the market and the results 

that could be expected from a totally unregulated system of 

                                            
6 Or church bodies such as CPT and the Roman Catholic Diocese. 

7 Defined as the side effects of the production or use of a good or service, which 
affects third parties, other than just the buyer and seller. 



  7 

 

 

100191036/774373.4 

resource allocation.  Externalities arise because the actions of 

individuals or firms sometimes create positive or negative impacts 

on others.  

28 It is unrealistic to assume that development of particular forms of 

economic activity and/or the location of that economic activity will 

not sometimes impose costs on the community in general.  Where 

the developer, and/or those engaged in various forms of economic 

activity at the site do not face the incidence of these costs, 

externalities arise and intervention of some form may be justified.  

In other words, development may create costs or benefits for 

parties other than those commercially involved in transactions 

related to the development. 

29 Externalities may be in the form of environmental effects such as 

cultural, visual, noise, water or air pollution effects.  Externalities in 

an economic context may relate to the provision of infrastructure 

where a strict user pays system is not in place, and road transport 

congestion and safety effects. 

30 Consideration of the efficient allocation of resources must 

encompass the extent to which externalities exist, but the existence 

of externalities does not necessarily imply the need for intervention.  

This is because intervention in the market, for example to prevent 

the demolition, repair or rebuild of buildings to enable a more 

efficient use of the site and other available resources, is not costless 

in that it prevents optimum resource allocation from the perspective 

of the market.8  Also there may be external benefits associated with 

types of activities at particular locations, which need to be taken 

into account – e.g. the ability for the Anglican and Roman Catholic 

Churches to better provide vulnerable members of community with 

improvements in their economic and social well-being (see next 

section of my evidence).  

31 Therefore, from the point of view of community economic (and 

social) well-being and economic efficiency, market interventions 

such as constraints on the demolition of earthquake damaged 

buildings should only be imposed where clear external costs have 

been identified and the significance of these external costs is such 

that they outweigh the costs of the particular form of intervention 

proposed. Restricting the demolition, repair or rebuild of church 

buildings having considered only potential negative externalities 

such as the loss of building heritage values relies on partial or 

                                            
8 Although the Anglican and Roman Catholic Church bodies such as CPT and the 

Roman Catholic Diocese may differ from solely “for profit” market participants, 
the same principles apply to constraints being imposed on their decision 
making. Whilst they may have a broader range of objectives, they still seek to 
maximize “returns” from their available resources, albeit that returns to them 
are more broadly defined to include both financial and social benefits. 
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incomplete analysis and will lead to suboptimal outcomes. It ignores 

not only positive externalities, but also the economic and other 

benefits inherent in market determined solutions. In other words to 

justify land use controls, which restrict free market outcomes, 

externality costs must be identified and they must be significant 

enough to outweigh the inherent cost of not allowing a free market 

solution and any positive externalities that may be associated with 

that free market solution. 

32 Churches are sometimes referred to as social enterprises in that 

they are not pure charities or “not for profits” since, in addition to 

relying on their congregations’ giving, they earn some of their 

income from various fund raising activities including the renting out 

of their premises9. In addition, their buildings are used for a range 

of activities from which no income may be earned – e.g. food banks, 

community meeting places and venues for the provision of various 

welfare services. Therefore churches are both “market participants” 

and generate positive externalities. Restrictions on their ability to 

use their buildings and other resources so as to retain heritage 

values will result in less efficient use of their resources and the loss 

of positive externality benefits.  

33 Finally, I note that the relief sought by CPT and the Diocese seeks 

only that demolition of the Christ Church Cathedral and the Roman 

Catholic Cathedral is not subject to non-complying activity status 

but rather, controlled activity status. In determining the rules 

relating to demolition, heritage preservation must be balanced 

against the economic and social costs of preventing the full or 

partial demolition of a heritage listed church building. 

Intangible Effects 

34 In economics, ‘intangible’ costs and benefits are defined as those 

which cannot be quantified in monetary terms.  For any project such 

effects may include amenity effects, landscape effects, ecological 

effects, Maori cultural and relationship effects and recreational 

effects.  Such effects may be positive or negative – i.e. a benefit or 

a cost for a particular community of interest. 

35  Sometimes attempts can be made to estimate monetary values for 

so called ‘intangibles’ using techniques such as willingness to pay 

surveys or inferring values on the basis of differences in property 

values. However, such techniques are frequently subject to 

uncertainty and criticism. 

                                            
9 In the case of the Diocese, Catholic churches are used only for Sunday mass or 
other celebrations such as weddings and funerals. The churches are not multi-
purpose and cannot be hired as out venues for community groups or events. 
However, ancillary buildings on church sites may be used for such purposes.  
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36 It is generally better to not attempt to estimate monetary values for 

these effects but to leave them to be part of the overall judgement 

under s 5 of the RMA. This also avoids the danger of ‘double-

counting’ – i.e. including them within a quantified measure of 

economic wellbeing or efficiency and treating them as a separate 

consideration in the overall judgement under s 5.The intangible 

effects of the relief sought by CPT and the Diocese are covered in 

the evidence of other witnesses (see the evidence of Mr Pearson 

for CPT and Ms Kerrigan for the Diocese). 

37 However in the context of the relief sought by CPT and the Diocese 

with respect to Chapter 9 of the pRDP there are two aspects of 

“intangible” or non-monetised effects which lend themselves to 

some form of analysis by economists. The first relates to the 

economic concept of “opportunity cost” of limited CPT and Diocese 

funds in terms of the social and economic effects of alternative uses 

of such funds. The second relates to the claimed economic benefits 

of retaining building heritage within Christchurch City. I discuss each 

of these “intangibles” later in my evidence. 

ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF RELIEF SOUGHT BY CPT AND THE 

DIOCESE 

38 There are simply insufficient funds now or in the future for all of the 

heritage listed earthquake damaged CPT and Diocese church 

buildings to be restored to their pre-earthquake state. This shortfall 

in funding is exacerbated if provision is to be made for earthquake 

protection strengthening work. Without such provisioning the rebuilt 

buildings would be unsafe, unusable for the Anglican and Catholic 

churches’ provision of the spiritual and pastoral needs of their 

members and not resilient to future earthquakes. Also the extent to 

which CPT’s and the Diocese’s buildings generate an income stream 

to enable their ongoing upkeep and maintenance would be 

compromised.   

39 Prioritising the heritage listed earthquake damaged church buildings 

and repairing those identified as highest priority from a heritage 

perspective (e.g. the Christ Church Cathedral and the Roman 

Catholic Cathedral) would mean no funds remaining for the repair or 

rebuilding of other church buildings. In any event the funding is not 

available even for the complete restoration of these two iconic 

buildings (see the evidence of Mr Keith Beal and Mr Gavin 

Holley). Therefore a balanced approach is necessary to meet CPT’s 

and the Diocese’s objectives and functions and the relief sought by 

them seeks to achieve this.10 

                                            
10 Also in the case of CPT, its insurance funds have been tagged to each site so it can 
only pool resources from non-insurance sources for a single rebuild project (e.g. 
Christ Church cathedral). 
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40 Further, the churches have broader roles in the Christchurch 

community than just the reinstatement and preservation of iconic 

heritage buildings – in economic parlance the use of scarce church 

funds only for the restoration and preservation of heritage buildings 

has an “opportunity cost” in that the funds are not available for the 

wider spiritual and pastoral work of the churches. This involves 

meeting the spiritual and pastoral needs of church members as well 

as providing assistance to people in the wider community, especially 

the less fortunate ( e.g. those who benefit from the churches’ food 

banks, night shelters, refugee assistance programmes, care of the 

sick and elderly, substance abuse programmes, etc.). 

41 As discussed earlier in my evidence the Court of Appeal rulings in 

relation to the broad meanings of “recovery” and rebuilding” also 

indicate that the pRDP should have regard to the changes in the 

functions and objectives of the churches that have occurred over 

time.  

42 Therefore the future functionality of the Anglican and Catholic 

churches within Christchurch City is a relevant consideration even 

where it conflicts with the retention of heritage. They are first and 

foremost functioning churches and being curators’ of heritage 

buildings is not their primary purpose. 

43 Also the relief sought by CPT and the Diocese is intended to 

significantly reduce the transaction costs, time delays and practical 

difficulties associated with the requirements as set out in the pRDP 

for repairing and rebuilding heritage listed buildings that have been 

damaged by the Christchurch earthquakes or as a consequence of 

other causes (including general decay) – see the evidence of Ms 

Price. 

44 Finally, where the churches are unable to meet the costs of 

restoration, there are potential costs to the community where 

buildings remain in a state of disrepair for a prolonged period. Such 

costs impact on people and communities’ economic and social 

wellbeing and health and safety. Therefore the relief sought by CPT 

and the Diocese is consistent with improving the health and safety 

of Christchurch residents.  

ECONOMIC COSTS OF THE RELIEF SOUGHT BY CPT AND THE 

DIOCESE 

45 To the extent that the relief sought leads to a reduced amount of 

heritage building restoration, Christchurch’s tourism offering may be 

negatively impacted. This would result in reduced expenditure, 

employment and incomes for City residents and businesses. 

However: 
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45.1 Not all of the Anglican and Catholic church buildings listed in 

the pRDP would if restored attract more tourism spending 

within the local economy than if they were not; and 

45.2 Even with funding constraints, the Anglican and Catholic 

churches are proposing some heritage building protection 

(see the evidence of Ms Suzanne Price, Ms Kerrigan and 

Mr Beal.). 

46 Sometimes it is argued that heritage buildings provide a higher level 

of income for businesses occupying the buildings (and/or tenancies) 

because of the greater attraction for customers to visit the buildings 

and/or employees to work within such buildings. Irrespective of the 

extent to which any such additional income generated may help to 

offset the additional costs of restoring and maintaining church 

buildings with heritage value in Christchurch, the generation of 

income is not the primary function of church buildings. Therefore 

the loss of any such additional income is unlikely to be a significant 

economic cost of the relief sought by CPT and the Diocese.   

47 Also I would note that any such additional income is not an 

“externality” but would be internalised into the income stream for 

the owners (or administrators) of such buildings, including CPT and 

the Diocese. Therefore I do not accept that this is an argument for 

having controls preventing the demolition of church buildings.  

CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL EVIDENCE 

 Mr William Blake 

48 I agree with the property valuation evidence of Mr Blake. In 

particular I agree with his conclusion at paragraph 3.1 which states: 

“The impact that a heritage listing for a building or scheduling a site 

of ecological significance will have on the value of a property will 

vary. However, in my view, such a listing will at best have no 

adverse impact on property values. ... However, more generally, I 

would expect listings to negatively affect property values because 

they may prevent the best use of the site in economic terms as 

judged by the market.” 

49 In the case of church buildings I believe his conclusion can be 

broadened to say that heritage listings may prevent the best use of 

the site in economic and social terms. 

Dr Douglas Fairgray 

50 I agree with Dr Fairgray when he states at paragraph 4.7 of his 

evidence: 
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“One important implication is for buildings and locations thus 

identified (i.e. heritage listed), the process of change and renewal 

are likely to be substantially slowed down or even halted. In many 

instances this affects both the heritage and non-heritage attributes 

of the property. As a consequence there are costs associated with 

heritage as well as benefits.” 

This is exactly the situation faced by the CPT and the Diocese with 

respect to its heritage listed properties and the costs that Dr 

Fairgray refers to have been exacerbated by the extensive damage 

to these properties as a result of the Christchurch earthquakes. 

51 At paragraph 4.11 of his evidence, Dr Fairgray discusses how 

externalities can lead to sub-optimal market outcomes and how 

planning regulations can be used to shift the wider market towards 

an optimal outcome. I agree with Dr Fairgray but emphasise that 

regulations can also lead to sub-optimal outcomes especially where 

no cognizance is taken of the costs of regulations including 

reductions in positive externalities from free market determined 

outcomes. 

52 I agree with Dr Fairgray’s statement at paragraph 6.4 of his 

evidence that the measurement and quantification of heritage 

benefits can be contentious and difficult.    

53 At his paragraph 7.7, I note that Dr Fairgray agrees with Mr Blake’s 

evidence, about heritage listings preventing the ability to use the 

site to derive rental and/or capital value from the highest and best 

use of the land. 

54 At paragraph 7.8 of his evidence Dr Fairgray describes benefits that 

can be “observed in the literature” resulting in an uplift in property 

values for neighbouring properties and the heritage properties 

themselves from a heritage listing. Notwithstanding such theoretical 

benefits, in the case of earthquake damaged buildings belonging to 

the Anglican and Roman Catholic churches in Christchurch any such 

uplift in property values is irrelevant to meeting the objectives they 

wish to pursue. They are generally not in the business of buying and 

selling church buildings for capital gain, nor seeking market rents 

from their church properties. 

55 At paragraph 7.12, Dr Fairgray lists a number of reasons as to why 

he considers development potential will not be lost for properties 

with a heritage listing. However none of these considerations apply 

to CPT and the Diocese in post-earthquake Christchurch. Firstly, 

where they wish to demolish, repair, rebuild or otherwise redevelop 

an earthquake damaged property they will not value the return and 

benefits from owning an old and rare building more than the 

benefits they assess from demolition and redevelopment. If that was 
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the case they would not seek consent for the demolition or altering 

of the properties. Secondly, for the churches the benefits from a 

new “fit for purpose” development are not measured in terms of the 

percentage profit that they will earn from the redevelopment. 

Thirdly, they are not in a position to simply “develop” elsewhere in 

Christchurch – they have insufficient funds to do so. Nor will any 

other party invest in a property to perform the functions intended 

for redeveloped church properties. 

56 At paragraphs 8.12 to 8.27 Dr Fairgray discusses at length the 

distinction between “economic viability”, which has now been 

included in the Council’s draft of Policy 9.3.2.7 of Chapter 9 and 

“financial viability”. Dr Fairgray’s definition of “economic viability” 

includes an assessment of the public benefits of heritage protection 

as well as the financial costs for property owners, concluding that 

even where it is not financial viable for a property owner to restore 

a property to its pre-earthquake condition, it could be deemed 

“economically viable” if significant public benefits would result in the 

restoration of heritage values.  

57 I find this a rather unusual interpretation of the term “economic 

viability” as drafted in Policy 9.3.2.7 and under Objective 9.3.1. 

Objective 9.3.1 has been amended to include: 

“Maintain historic heritage ... 

While 

iii. Recognising the effects of the Canterbury earthquakes on the 

ability to retain, restore and continue using heritage items.”  

58 In Policy 9.3.2.7 the wording is: 

a. Provide for the ongoing use, adaption, reuse and economic 

viability of heritage items and heritage settings, including 

recognising the need for works as a result of damage incurred 

from the Canterbury earthquakes of 2010 and 2011 ...”  

59 In my opinion the words “economic viability” in this context relate to 

the perspective of the building owner and not an overall assessment 

of the public and private benefits and costs of heritage protection.11 

Given Dr Fairgray’s interpretation of “economic viability” perhaps 

the term should be replaced by “financial viability” to make it clear 

that this clause of Policy 9.3.2.7 is requiring consideration to be 

given to the constraints faced by the property owner. There are 

                                            
11 This also seem to be the interpretation of “economic” assumed by Mr Blake in his 
evidence, where he refers to heritage listings to negatively affecting property values 
“because they may prevent the best use of the site in economic terms as judged by 
the market.” (Emphasis added). 
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other clauses within Policy 9.3.2.7 and other policies, which ensure 

weight is given to the public benefits of heritage protection. 

60 I do not agree with Dr Fairgray at paragraph 8.19 and elsewhere in 

his evidence where he appears to downgrade the impacts of the 

earthquakes on the owners of heritage listed buildings saying that 

the impact has been the bringing forward repair and maintenance 

costs of damaged heritage assets. The earthquakes have imposed 

significant additional rebuilding and redevelopment costs and 

ongoing repairs and maintenance costs will also continue to be 

incurred, especially if new building methods and materials are 

prevented because of heritage listing – see the evidence of Mr Blake 

at paragraph 4.7. 

61 Finally, unlike Dr Fairgray I am unable to place much reliance on 

Policy 9.3.2.11 which covers incentives and assistance for historic 

heritage to cover the public good value of heritage to the 

community. The reality is such funding is insufficient to meet the 

shortfalls faced by property owners in post-earthquake Christchurch 

– see the evidence of Mr Holley, Ms Price and Mr Beal. 

Unfortunately, it is just not possible to put “budget constraints 

aside” as Dr Fairgray wishes to do at paragraph 8.27 of his 

evidence.  

CONCLUSIONS 

62 Restrictions place on the use of the buildings, land and other 

resources of Anglican and Roman Catholic churches in Christchurch 

will result in a reduction in economic efficiency and the loss of 

externality benefits generated by the churches’ activities. 

63 Granting the relief sought by CPT and the Diocese would enable a 

balanced assessment of the “cultural, economic and social well-

being” and “health and safety” effects of consent being granted for 

the full or partial demolition, rebuild or repair of their heritage listed 

buildings that were damaged in the Christchurch earthquakes. It 

would also be consistent with the wider interpretation of the CER Act 

provisions relating to “recovery” and “rebuilding” in that it will 

enable the limited available resources to be directed at the 

reconstruction of “fit for purpose” church buildings, not simply the 

rebuilding of damaged structures that may now be obsolete. 

64 Because of the limited availability of funds to repair their heritage 

listed buildings to their pre-earthquake state and the social and 

economic “opportunity cost” of the funds that the churches have at 

their disposal, where demolition, repair or rebuild is not enabled by 

the pRDP many of the churches’ buildings may remain in a derelict 

state. 
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