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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF CAROLE-LYNNE KERRIGAN 

(HERITAGE) 

INTRODUCTION 

1 My full name is Carole-Lynne Kerrigan.  

2 I was employed by Opus International Consultants Limited (Opus) 

for eight years as their Senior Heritage Consultant until April 2015 

when I migrated to Australia.  Since this time I have been engaged 

by the Catholic Diocese of Christchurch in my personal capacity, as 

CLK Heritage, to provide on-going heritage consultancy services in 

relation to their portfolio of heritage items.   

3 I hold a Master of Cultural Heritage from Deakin University in 

Melbourne, a Bachelor of Arts majoring in Cultural Heritage & 

Museums/ Anthropology (Archaeology) from the University of 

Auckland and a Higher National Diploma in Architecture from the 

Tswhane University of Technology (formerly Pretoria Technikon) in 

South Africa.  I have also completed the Certificate in The 

Conservation of Traditional Buildings held at Canberra University. 

4 I am a full member of the International Council of Monuments and 

Sites (ICOMOS) in New Zealand and am also a member of 

the ICOMOS International Committee on Intangible Cultural 

Heritage (ICICH). 

5 I am recognised by Heritage New Zealand as an archaeologist 

specialising in above-ground buildings and structures. 

6 I have over 15 years’ experience in the field of building conservation 

in South Africa, New Zealand and Australia.  In my national and 

international professional capacity I have acquired a sound working 

knowledge in the employment of best practice conservation 

techniques and methodologies, the recognition and assessment of 

cultural heritage values, and the implementation of guidelines and 

strategies to ensure statutory compliance.  I have also been 

responsible for the preparation of statements of heritage impact and 

temporary protection plans, and have been accountable for the 

recording of buildings.  I have developed heritage policies and 

procedures that include interpretation, maintenance plans, 

conservation plans, schedules of conservation work, and 

conservation management strategies. 

7 I provided feedback on the draft Ministry of Culture and Heritage 

recovery programme known as the Heritage Buildings and Places 

Recovery Programme for greater Christchurch in collaboration with 

the Catholic Diocese of Christchurch.   
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8 I have provided archaeological and built heritage specialist services 

in relation to structures and features as well as residential, 

commercial, retail, educational and ecclesiastical buildings in the 

Canterbury region since the commencement of the 2010 earthquake 

sequence. 

9 I have been engaged by the Roman Catholic Bishop of the Diocese 

of Christchurch (the Diocese) (submitter numbers 3692 and 3670 / 

F-5007) to provide evidence on heritage issues in relation to the 

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

proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pRDP).  

10 I have read the submissions 3670, 3692 and 5007.  I did not 

contribute to these submissions. 

11 I have read the following evidence of the Christchurch City Council 

(the Council) and address these in my evidence: 

11.1 Fiona Wykes; 

11.2 Amanda Ohs.  

12 I have considered Chapter 9 in light of the relief sought by the 

Diocese.  

13 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.  

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

14 I first became involved with the Diocese in September 2010 as a 

result of the Canterbury earthquakes.  

15 I completed a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) for the Diocese to 

accompany its request to the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 

Authority (CERA) for authorisation to demolish the Cathedral of the 

Blessed Sacrament (the Cathedral) under section 38 of the 

Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 (CER Act). The HIA was 

included in a report by Opus International Consultants Limited (the 

Opus Report). A copy of the Opus Report is annexed to the evidence 

of Keith Beal as Attachment A.  My evidence summarises the HIA 

and discusses the conclusions made in the HIA as they relate to the 

Diocese’s submission. 
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16 I also discuss the briefs of evidence filed by the Council referred to 

in paragraph 11.   

BACKGROUND 

17 The Diocese owns the Cathedral at 136 Barbadoes Street. While this 

is certainly a significant building – both to the Diocese and to 

Christchurch as a city – the Diocese’s portfolio includes a number of 

other buildings including [13] heritage items, three of which are 

churches in Christchurch District.  

18 A number of these buildings suffered damage during the Canterbury 

earthquakes, including the Cathedral which suffered extensive 

damage in February 2011 and June 2011.  It has remained empty 

since September 2010. 

19 The Diocese has taken a global approach to its recovery.  It is 

important to the Diocese that they have places from where its 

fundamental needs can be met in relation to the requirements of the 

Catholic community as a whole. This has required that available 

funds be spread across the entire portfolio of buildings owned by the 

Diocese.  

20 As a result of this approach, the Diocese determined that repairing 

the Cathedral is not a viable option. The Diocese therefore, sought 

approval from the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority 

(CERA) for demolition under section 38 of the Canterbury 

Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 (CER Act).  

21 I prepared the HIA in support of that application.  

THE CATHEDRAL  

22 Due to the earthquake events on the 22 February 2011 and 13 June 

2011, emergency make safe works to the Cathedral required the 

stabilisation and the removal of falling hazards.  This included the 

northern belltower and the main dome.  These works were carried 

out with the aim to future reconstruction and in accordance with 

approved heritage methodologies. 

23 Throughout the duration of the emergency make safe works the 

primary objective was to ensure that as much of the heritage fabric 

of the Cathedral was retained in situ as far as was safely 

practicable.  All work was carried out with the aim to future 

reconstruction and extensive salvage of material occurred.  These 

works were completed in December 2011.   
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24 In 2013 a two volume photographic record1, of the deconstruction of 

the Cathedral was developed.  It responded to methodologies 

approved by the National Controller, CERA, CCC Heritage and 

Heritage New Zealand. In June 2013 a Proposal for a Cathedral 

Precinct Development Plan was developed by Opus for the Diocese 

to summarise the work required for the redevelopment of the 

Cathedral precinct.  This document outlined a three-phased process 

that included:  

24.1 Phase 1: Cathedral Assessment Reports;  

24.2 Phase 2: Cathedral Precinct Masterplanning Brief; and 

24.3  Phase 3: Precinct Masterplan Options and Evaluation study 

(Phase 3). 

25 Phase 3 considered a range of 23 option groups and sub-options for 

the Cathedral and Cathedral precinct that were deemed to support 

the Pastoral Redevelopment Plan for the schools and parishes 

throughout the Diocese as well as the recovery of Christchurch.   

26 As a result of Phase 3, I was required to undertake an assessment 

to determine the impact the demolition of the Cathedral would have 

on the known heritage values of the place.  All recommendations 

were made in accordance with the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 

Taonga Act 2014, the Resource Management Act 1991, the Building 

Act 2004, the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 and the 

ICOMOS New Zealand Charter. 

OTHER CHURCHES  

27 The Cathedral is an important building within the Diocese but there 

are a large number of other buildings within the Diocese’s portfolio 

which also require work following the Canterbury earthquakes. This 

includes a number of other heritage buildings, two of which are in 

the Christchurch District.  

28 The St Patrick’s Church at Akaroa and St John the Evangelist church 

at Little River both require extensive works. Neither of these 

churches are subject to a CERA s 38 authorisation. Therefore, the 

pRDP needs to provide for necessary works to be undertaken on 

heritage churches.  

St Patrick’s Catholic Church (St Patrick’s), Akaroa 

29 St Patrick’s did not sustain damage as a result of the Canterbury 

earthquakes. The church, however, required building conservation 

                                            
1 Cathedral of the Blessed Sacrament Photographic Record: Report and Cathedral of 
the Blessed Sacrament Photographic Record 
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works as a result of earlier localised land slips, a general lack of 

maintenance and inappropriate previous interventions.   

30 In addition to these works the needs of the parish were no longer 

being met and additional structures were required on the site.   

31 In acknowledgement of these requirements I sought, and received, 

a grant for the development of a conservation plan from the Ministry 

of Culture and Heritage to guide the future repair and maintenance 

of St Patrick’s.  The purpose being to provide the Parish with 

adequate strategies, guidelines and actions to allow the appropriate 

conservation, future use and development of the place.   

St John the Evangelist church (St John’s), Little River 

32 St John’s suffered damage in February 2011 and June 2011 and, 

like the Cathedral, has remained empty since September 2010. 

33 As a result of the damage the church was mothballed in 2014.  I 

sought, and received, a heritage grant for this work from the 

Christchurch City Council. 

HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT  

34 In February 2015 the Catholic Diocese of Christchurch: Proposed 

demolition of the Cathedral of the Blessed Sacrament: Heritage 

Impact Assessment (HIA) was developed. 

35 23 options groups and sub-options were assessed.  Option groups 

included:  

35.1 a replica;  

35.2 a new build;  

35.3 strengthening;  

35.4 a relic;  

35.5 mothballing; and  

35.6 doing nothing. 

36 The assessment was carried out in four rounds of Evaluation 

Workshops.  Evaluation criteria included:  

36.1 adherence to the Diocese vision; 

36.2 precinct functionality;  
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36.3 technical feasibility;  

36.4 heritage acceptance,  

36.5 future proofing; and  

36.6 a budget of $45m. 

37 Throughout the evaluation process all results were discussed with 

interested parties including the Diocese, Christchurch City Council 

Heritage and HNZ.   

38 As a result of the evaluation workshops four sub-options were 

considered to meet the required $45M budget.  These sub-options 

included:  

38.1 a new build with unconstrained use of the site;  

38.2 limited strengthening for reuse as a cathedral;  

38.3 conserving the nave and elimination of the interpretive centre 

and diocesan offices; and  

38.4 an archaeological interpretation with smaller interpretive 

centre.   

39 Following a further evaluation of these options relative to the vision, 

aspirations and fundamental needs of the Diocese, the ‘new build 

with unconstrained use of the site’ sub-option became the preferred 

option.  This option enabled unrestricted development of the site 

within budget.   

40 The HIA concluded that that this sub-option did not minimise the 

negative effects on the heritage values of the Cathedral and would 

‘result in the loss of all physical evidence and, therefore, heritage 

values associated with the Cathedral of the Blessed Sacrament 

constructed in 1901’.2 

41 The HIA considered limited strengthening for reuse as a cathedral; 

conserving the nave and elimination of the interpretive centre and 

diocesan offices; and archaeological interpretation with smaller 

interpretive centre, more acceptable in terms of impact on heritage 

values. 

42 Accordingly, the HIA made recommendations for the mitigation of 

the total loss of heritage values.  A summary of these 

recommendation includes: 

                                            
2 HIA at page 44 
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42.1 site interpretation that includes consideration of a memorial 

to the events that led to the demolition of the Cathedral; 

42.2 on-going photographic recording; 

42.3 development of an archive of material associated with the 

Cathedral; 

42.4 undertaking a 3D scan of the building; and 

42.5 on-going salvage; 

43 Following the release of the HIA the Diocese agreed to further 

investigate the conserving the nave and elimination of the 

interpretive centre and diocesan offices option.  This option has 

become better known as the ‘save the nave’ option. 

THE DIOCESE’S RELIEF  

44 The Diocese submission seeks relief in a number of provisions in the 

pRDP.   For the most part, I consider the Council’s revised Chapter 9 

proposal adequately addresses the relief sought. However, I provide 

the additional following comments.    

45 9.3.3.2.1 P6 provides a blanket rule on signs that has been opposed 

by the Diocese.  I consider that while signage plays an important 

part in the heritage setting of a place it can contribute to visual 

clutter.  Signage beyond the current limitations in P6 may be 

controlled by the implementation of a site specific signage strategy 

for Group 1 heritage items.  

46 For ease of reference, contents referred to in item (c) and built or 

non-built elements in item (d) of the definition of ‘heritage fabric’ 

should be identified in the Heritage Assessment Schedules held by 

CCC.   

47 I consider the pRDP ought to have a strong focus on the Canterbury 

earthquakes and that the objectives, policies and rules need to 

reflect the post-earthquake rebuild environment that Christchurch is 

still in. However, the pRDP should also provide an opportunity to 

consider for future natural disasters, including disasters other than 

earthquakes. The pRDP should provide a framework for response to 

potential future natural disasters.   

48 The Diocese obtained a section 38 approval from CERA. The 

authority of this approval is uncertain given the expiry of the CER 

Act next year. The replacement legislation is currently in Bill form 

only and therefore, it cannot be confirmed that the section 38 

approval will not expire with the CER Act. Therefore, the Diocese 



  8 

 

 

100191036/775821.6 

considers the pRDP should allow the same works to be undertaken 

on the Cathedral as those approved by CERA.  

49 CERA made its decision using the information annexed to this 

evidence. The Diocese now seeks that the same information is used 

to make a decision in relation to the works able to done on the 

Cathedral in accordance with the objective, policy and rule 

framework in the pRDP.  

50  I consider the rules in the pRDP relating to activity status should 

reflect the demolition authorised by CERA under s 38 CER Act. The 

relief sought by the Diocese in its submission achieves this. 

COUNCIL EVIDENCE 

Fiona Wykes 

51 I consider Fiona Wykes’ evidence adequately addresses the relief 

sought.   

52 I agree that the Cathedral still meets the threshold for listing in the 

Schedule of Significant Historic Heritage Places (Central City).  This 

was acknowledged in section 3.7 Understanding post-earthquake 

significance of the HIA. 

53 I also acknowledge that the Diocese is a responsible heritage 

building owner and that it fully appreciates the heritage value of the 

Cathedral and other heritage items within its portfolio.  I also 

emphasize that the Diocese understands the need to protect the 

heritage values of its entire portfolio, however I recognise that they 

are somewhat constrained by the impact the Canterbury 

earthquakes has had on this portfolio. 

Amanda Ohs 

54 I consider Amanda Ohs’ evidence adequately addresses the relief 

sought.   

55 I agree that a distinction between heritage trees and mature trees 

should be made in the ‘alteration to a heritage item’ definition.  For 

ease of reference heritage trees could also be identified in the 

Heritage/ Notable Trees appendix of the Christchurch City Plan. 

56 I consider that while new vehicle access or pathways may damage 

the roots of trees of heritage values, these trees may in turn 

damage vehicle access and pathways of heritage value.    It is 

therefore appropriate that landscape historians and arborists are 

involved in the resource consent process in relation to heritage 

trees. 



  9 

 

 

100191036/775821.6 

CONCLUSIONS 

57 The Cathedral is a significant building for the Diocese and for the 

City and it is not disputed that it has heritage value.  

58 The Cathedral is one of many Diocese owned buildings that requires 

strengthening or repair works. The Diocese has undertaken 

extensive assessments in this regard.  

59 The Diocese has agreed to save the nave of the original Cathedral if 

this is shown to be possible. This can only be determined by further 

investigation by the engineers.   

60 CERA authorised demolition of the Cathedral using the Opus report 

to inform its decision. The HIA formed part of that report. It noted 

that all heritage values would be lost in the demolition of the 

Cathedral and recommended mitigation for this loss.  

61 The pRDP needs to allow for the same works as authorised by CERA 

in its s 38 approval. The CER Act is due to expire next year and the 

status of CERA’s s 38 approval is not certain. The Diocese therefore 

needs certainty in the pRDP in order to facilitate its recovery.  

 

Dated:  14 December 2015 

 

Carole-Lynne Kerrigan 


