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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF JULIAN MACE (QUANTITY 

SURVEYING) 

INTRODUCTION  

1 My full name is Julian Mace.  

2 I am a director of Rawlinsons Limited (Rawlinsons), quantity 

surveyors at Christchurch. 

3 I am a registered quantity surveyor and a Fellow of the New 

Zealand Institute of Quantity Surveying (NZQIS).  I am a past 

President of NZQIS and past chair of the NZQIS registration board.   

4 I have over 40 years in the quantity surveying industry, and I have 

practised in both New Zealand and Australia.  My current practice 

includes estimating and cost planning, procurement methodology, 

business strategy and governance. 

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

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

F-5007) to provide evidence on quantity surveying issues in relation 

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

of the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pRDP).  

6 At the time of hearing, I will have considered the evidence of 

Andrew Marriott dated 3 December 2015. 

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

Diocese. 

8 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 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  

9 I first became involved with the Diocese in February 2014, when the 

Diocese approached Rawlinsons to provide high level estimates on a 

range of options for the restoration or rebuild of Christchurch’s 

Roman Catholic Cathedral and precinct.  
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10 Since that time, Rawlinsons has completed estimates relating to a 

number of options for the Cathedral and precinct.  All of that work 

has been performed under my supervision. 

11 Rawlinsons’ work has been a key input into the Opus report 

(Report)1 that was provided to the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 

Authority (CERA) in the Diocese’s application for an authorisation to 

demolish the Cathedral of the Blessed Sacrament (the Cathedral) 

under the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 (CER Act).2  

Indeed, Rawlinsons authored parts of the Report. 

12 Accordingly, I am the appropriate expert to speak to the Report in 

so far as it relates to quantity surveying matters.  I understand that 

the Report is attached to Mr Keith Beal’s evidence. 

13 I therefore record that I am available for questioning before the 

Panel on my suitability as a quantity surveying witness, and on the 

quantity surveying aspects of the Report.   

SUMMARY OF THE REPORT  

14 Between February 2014 and January 2015 Rawlinsons have looked 

at master planning for the Roman Catholic Cathedral precinct of 

which the Cathedral is the most significant component. Through this 

process it has become evident that the damage sustained by the 

Cathedral is so extensive that the structural and architectural 

solutions in restoring the Cathedral are prohibitive. This has resulted 

in a number of design solutions being reviewed in an effort to retain 

as much of the Cathedrals original fabric as possible within a defined 

budget for the total precinct development. 

15 I confirm the costs outlined in the s38 application were thoroughly 

considered and prepared using applicable historic cost information 

at the time. The approach was appropriate for estimate preparation 

at the early preliminary stage of a project.  

  

                                            
1  Catholic Diocese of Christchurch – Cathedral of the Blessed Sacrament – 

Application to Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority to Demolish the 
Cathedral, May 2015. 

2  See section 38 of the CER Act. 
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17 I confirm the estimate for the “Save the Nave” option did not allow 

for restoration or reuse of heritage materials but rather assumed 

use of the most appropriate and readily available construction 

components in common use. 

 

Dated:  16 December 2015 

 

 

Julian Mace  

 


