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Majestic House (122-126 Magichester Street) — reasons for
decision —

el
-

| have read the memo (with attachmeng;o

ated 7 March 2014.

| have decided to exercise my delegate@wer under section 38 of the Canterbury
Earthquake Recovery Authority 2011 ((ﬂ& Act) to determine that Majestic House (122-126
Manchester Street) should be demolishgl® | set out the reasons for my decision below.

Q
O

Section 10 CER Act GJ
3. In exercising my delegated power, | wi quired to ensure that my decision was in
accordance with the purposes of the Act and that | reasonably considered it necessary
(section 10(1) and (2)). ()]

the Court of Appeal decision Canterbu gional Council v Independent Fisheries Limited

In considering my obligations under se@ 10 of the CER Act, | have taken guidance from
[2013] 2 NZLR 57. In particular:

O

a. The overarching purpose of thalCER Act is to restore the full social, economic,
cultural and environmental weﬂﬁng of greater Christchurch communities and
ensure the recovery of greater Wstchurch in a timely and expeditious manner.

b. To determine whether it can re'u“mbly be considered necessary to exercise a power
under the CER Act, there must Econsideration of whether it is necessary in order
to achieve a particular purpose urposes of the CER Act at the time the power is

exercised, taking into account ti€jature of the particular decision, its consequences
and any alternative powers thamy be available.
L

Purposes of the CER Act GJ

5.

| consider that demolition of Majestic HcEe is in accordance with the purposes of the CER
Act for the reasons outlined below. m

Section 3(b) - to enable community participitiop in the planning of the recovery of affected
communities without impeding a focused, timely and expedited recovery

6.

| acknowledge that demolishing the buil under the CER Act will exclude the public from
participating in any decision-making re ing the heritage building that might otherwise
occur if demolition or other works are u[d}erfthaken pursuant to the Resource Management Act
1991. However, | have taken into acco e views of various agencies and community
groups in making my decision (see paranhs 31 to 34 of the memo). | consider that
seeking additional community participatigr.in this decision would impede a focused, timely

and expedited recovery. GJ

Section 3(d) - to enable a focused, timely argf8xpedited recovery

7.

| consider that demolishing the building&x accordance with the purpose in section 3(d)
because it enables the implementation dfhe An Accessible City chapter of the Christchurch
Central Recovery Plan (CCRP), specificﬂl’ the widening of Manchester Street in this location
to enable the creation of a boulevard emnment and provide for bus-priority measures as a



10.

>
=

major link to the future Bus Interchange L.Ihis is an important project for the reasons set out
in paragraph 37 of the memo. O

While there are other options to alter thessurrent intersection design to allow the building to
remain as detailed in Appendix D to the_glemo, | do not consider that any of the options
satisfactorily meet the objectives of An%essible City. Option 1 is unacceptable because it
will have severe implications for safety and'requires the Crown to purchase additional land.
Options 2 and 3 are unsatisfactory beca f the moderate implications for traffic diversion,
amenity and other issues such as safety"gnd capacity loss.

The kalance of the land not required fork widening of Manchester Street has been acquired
for the purpose of implementing the Eas@ame anchor project, established under the CCRP.
The Majestic House site is currently inte@d to be used for residential development.
Retaining the building as a theatre or ha@ it repurposed for another use will require
significant expenditure by the Crown. mnd was originally acquired under an
appropriation for the purpose of imple ing the East Frame. There is currently no
appropriation that would aliow me to con&ﬁt the Crown to the expenditure that would be
required to retain the buitding. N

| also consider, in line with previous advm received in November 2012 on existing buildings
in the East Frame, that Majestic House isobt compatible with the design objectives of the

East Frame. O'

Section 3(f) - to facilitate, co-ordinate, and cﬁ the planning, rebuilding and recovery of affected
file”

cormnmunities, including the repair and rebu

11

12.

of land, infrastructure and other property

| consider the demolition of Majestic Hougejis in accordance with section 3(f) because it will
enable the repair and rebuilding of infra ture by allowing Lichfield Street to be reopened
and enabling infrastructure repairs to be rtaken in May 2014, However, | note that these
objectives could also be achieved by un king some form of temporary make safe works.

Demolition is also in accordance with 3@1 3(f) because the widening of Manchester Street
is required as part of the implementationffthe Accessible City Chapter of the CCRP and of
residential development on this site as pﬂ}n‘ the East Frame. | consider these projects are
part of the planning, rebuilding and rec of affected communities. This is supported by
the goals of the Built Environment sectio the Recovery Strategy, as set out at paragraph
17 of the memo. ()]

Section 3(g) - to restore the social, economig-):ftural and environmental well-being of greater
Christchurch communities q)

13.

14,

15.

One of the cultural recovery goals ident&ﬁin the Recovery Strategy includes the restoration
of historic buildings, where feasible, for fﬂ;f:enefit of the community.

| have taken into account the heritage vg@of the building as outlined in the memeo, including
the advice provided by the Christchurch City Council Heritage Team. | have also taken into
account the views expressed by the City-dmcillors, the Chief Executive of the Ministry for
Culture and Heritage, Historic Places Ca@bury and the ‘Save the Majestic’ group as
outlined in paragraphs 33 and 34 of the n§éino.

Having carefully considered the matterigzut in the memo, | do not consider it is feasible to
retain and restore Majestic House. Thisd cause of the reasons discussed above,

including the widening of Manchester StréB)under An Accessible City, the overall plan for

e
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residential development on the site as pal of the East Frame and the likely cost to retain and
repair all or part of the bulilding. Additio@y, it seems likely that the partial demolition
required as part of any retention progra;me would significantly detract from the original
heritage value of the building. -

16. Despite the loss of many other heritag Idings since the Canterbury earthquakes, Majestic
House is still listed by the Council as a up 2 heritage building in the Council's City Plan.
Although there are few examples of thisﬁe of building remaining in Christchurch, significant
work is going into the restoration of the ¢ Theatre Royal. Additionally, other heritage
facades have been retained in close prcﬂ)ﬁty to Majestic House, including McKenzie and
Willis, Victoria Black and the Excelsior I—BEI.

17. Although | acknowledge that the buifdinU repaired, could provide an additional performing

arts or related community facility in the ral city, that would likely take some time and
therefore would not address the curre rtage of such facilities. Some of these shortages

will be met in the future by the Perfor ris Precinct and other venues.

18. 1 also note that the residential develop planned for this particular site is part of an overall
objective to increase the residential po ion in the central ¢ity which | consider contributes
to the restoration of the social and econbmalc well-being of greater Christchurch communities.

Demolition reasonably considered necessano—

19. [ consider the decision required in this eg is of reasonable significance. This is because of
the heritage status of the building and p'@c interest in the decision. The decision is also
significant for CERA given the imp!icatio(ﬁfor meeting the objectives of the CCRP.

20. | have taken into account the conseqm!HLJs of a decision to demolish the building, namely
the irretrievable loss of a heritage listed g@ng.

21. I have considered alternative powers to & demolition under section 38 that might be available,
which are outlined in the memo. | have ﬂsidered the consequences of each of the options

as discussed at paragraph 54 of the mefag,

22. Based on the engineering advice providée=lvith the memo, the building is dangerous. Some
form of works is therefore necessary befbze the property (and fall-zone) can be used again.

23. | consider demolition of Majestic Hous@ecessary because:

Accessible City chapter of the CloRP. Alternative designs for the Manchester Street

a. Part of the site is required for thepaidening of Manchester Street, as outlined in the An
intersection which would enablg building to be retained are not acceptable in my

view. >
b. The balance of the site is propaQ to be used for implementation of the East Frame,

namely residential developme e land was acquired for that purpose and there is
no appropriation to fund workshtg:)air, restore and/or rebuild Majestic House.
Although there may be some fu g available from the Council and other sources, it
seems uniikely there would be gh to cover the cost of repairs.

¢. None of the other options discu@ in the memo ensure the successful
implementation of the relevant tives of the CCRP in a timely and expedited

manher.




Conclusion
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24. For the reasons outlined above, | have ed to exercise any powers under section 38 of

the CER Act to demolish Majestic House=This is on the basis that | consider demolition is in
accordance with the purposes of the C ct and is reasonably considered necessary.
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