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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF MARY ANN HALLIDAY 

(ENGINEERING) 

INTRODUCTION 

1 My full name is Mary Ann Louise Halliday.  

2 I have been employed by Opus International Consultants (Opus) 

since June 2011. I am the engineer within Opus that has been 

assigned the Catholic Diocese portfolio. I either personally 

undertake or supervise others to advise on all of their buildings; 

including churches, schools, halls and presbyteries. In 2012 I 

negotiated with the engineers for the insurers to provide advice to 

settle the earthquake claim. 

3 I have a Batchelor of Engineering (Civil) Degree and a Master of 

Engineering Degree (Civil) from the University of Canterbury. I 

specialised in timber construction. I am a full member of IPENZ and 

am a Chartered Professional Engineer (CPEng). 

4 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 engineering issues in relation to the 

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

proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pRDP).  

5 I have read the evidence of Andrew Marriott for the Christchurch 

City Council (CCC). I have also read the evidence of Keith Beal and 

Carole-Lynne Kerrigan.  

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

Diocese.  

7 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 

8 I first became involved with the Diocese in 2011 following the June 

2011 earthquake.  

9 Opus has provided advice on over 70 churches in the Diocese 

portfolio. I have inspected and reported on 49 of these churches and 
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either directed or reviewed the reporting on another 15. Many of 

these churches required several reports covering the assessment of 

life and building safety through to a range of strengthening 

schemes. The total number of reports would be about two hundred. 

10 Currently I am responsible for three historic churches which are 

being strengthened. These are at Temuka (Heritage New Zealand 

(HNZ) Category II), Leeston and Hokitika (HNZ Category I). I have 

developed the designs, overseen the documentation and am 

monitoring their construction. 

REPORTS  

11 The process of assessing the strength of historic and heritage 

churches relies heavily on a good understanding of construction 

methods at the time the church was built. Renovations can cause 

particular problems in assessing the action of the whole building. 

Although it is not explicitly stated in the reports I have written, very 

few of the churches have undergone renovations, extensions or 

refurbishments (the parish halls are the buildings that generally 

undergo the changes). Even if a church did not have a heritage 

listing they represent a preserved moment in construction time. 

Many of these churches have been faithfully maintained by 

volunteers in their original state and have the potential to become 

heritage buildings.  

12 Opus prepared a report (the Opus Report) in support of the 

Diocese’s application to the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 

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

Blessed Sacrament (the Cathedral) at Barbadoes Street under 

section 38 Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 (CER Act). 

This authorisation was granted by CERA (the s 38 approval).  

13 Jamie Lester of Opus was involved in preparing the Opus Report 

insofar as it relates to engineering matters. I have discussed the 

Opus Report with him and consider the information included and the 

conclusions reached in the Opus report to be correct and relevant to 

the Diocese submission.  

14 A copy of the Opus Report is annexed to the evidence of Keith Beal 

and marked “B”. I do not intend to repeat the contents of the Opus 

Report in my evidence.  

DESIGN PHILOSOPHY 

15 When designing a strengthening scheme the Structural Engineer is 

typically the leading consultant. There are always many ways of 

achieving the goal; however this is not simply a matter of exceeding 

a certain percentage New Building Standard (NBS). The goal is to 
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reach a compromise that everyone is reasonably happy with. The 

collegial approach taken at Temuka, Leeston and Hokitika churches 

has produced this kind of result. By having discussions early in the 

design process each party could rank what aspects were open to 

compromise or not; creating a common goal. 

16  At the outset the constraints of the stakeholders, funding and 

building materials presented an impossible task at Hokitika which 

seemed destined for demolition. However if the tower can be 

replaced in a lightweight material it offers a solution that does not 

involve total demolition. Although this solution is not considered 

perfect by any of the parties, it negates having to undertake 

expensive and risky foundation work as well as reducing the 

superstructure costs to an acceptable magnitude. The pressure on 

funding can be further relieved with a staged approach which allows 

for a ‘less than attractive’ early open. In this holistic process the 

Diocese has played a key role in the balance between heritage and 

other constraints. 

17 The Diocese sees the original fabric as part of the quintessential 

nature of the church. To have the church basically unchanged over 

the lifetime of a person adds to the sense of permanence of the 

church. This is an aspect that I am sympathetic of, whether the 

church has a historic listing or not. This, along with the ability to 

consider a full range of methods and materials, can lead to a design 

that can save the church from moth balling or demolition. 

18 I consider the Diocese’s “balancing act” approach to its recovery the 

most effective way for it to achieve its purpose, and most 

importantly, achieve the provision of Sunday Mass for its 

community.  

RELEIF  

19 As work progresses on a building more is discovered about its 

structure and design, and the better we are able to understand how 

to approach its repair. Changes can quickly be agreed upon with the 

Diocese and the heritage consultant to refine and in some cases 

improve the initial solution. However this cannot be the case if 

official procedures and regulations cause delays which can 

ultimately negate the benefits.  

20 The current work at Leeston Church has revealed some structure 

that, through some redesign, can save some key historic fabric. An 

added benefit of a long term staged approach is that more evidence 

(either through documentation or by discovery as work progresses) 

may inform a better solution. 
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21 I consider the relief sought by the Diocese supports recovery of the 

Diocese itself as well as Christchurch City. It facilitates 

strengthening and repair works without discarding the importance of 

cultural heritage. It is importance that a balance is achieved 

between preserving important heritage and facilitating the recovery 

of the community.  

22 I consider the certification process suggested by CCC may be a good 

approach in principle to the repair of heritage buildings. It has the 

advantage of avoiding ‘over-processing’ of the recovery process. I 

understand the evidence of Robert Nixon will address this process 

and recommend an ‘earthquake strengthening and repair plan’.    

CONCLUSION 

23 I support the Diocese in their assertion that: 

23.1 They are a responsible custodian of heritage as well as a 

significant contributor to heritage; 

23.2 That a collegial approach between experienced consultants 

and stakeholders and the ability to use a wide range of 

methods and materials, can lead to a good solution and have 

a beneficial effect on heritage buildings; and  

23.3 Reducing the detailed involvement of the CCC in historic 

churches will have a benefit to all parties without 

compromising the intentions of the Resource Management Act 

1991 and the Diocese. 

 

Dated:  16 December 2015 

 

Mary Ann Halliday 

 


