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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF ANDREW SIMON BOYLE IN 

RELATION TO 32 CATHEDRAL SQUARE 

Introduction 

1. My full name is Andrew Simon Boyle.  I live in Christchurch and am General 

Manager of The Press and Fairfax Southern Region.  I have held this position 

since May 2008. 

2. Fairfax New Zealand Limited, trading as Fairfax Media (“Fairfax”), became 

the owner of The Press as part of a broader purchase of Independent 

Newspapers Ltd in 2003.  The Press is an operating division of Fairfax. 

The position prior to September 2010 

3. The Press owned the Press building at 32 Cathedral Square until 2008 when it 

was sold to Ganellen Pty Ltd (“Ganellen”).  The sale was completed on 31 

July 2008, at which time the Press became Ganellen’s tenant. 

4. In 2006, we had begun a comprehensive review of facilities, which led to 

Fairfax planning the construction of a dedicated print centre at Logistics 

Drive, near the airport.  As a part of this project, Fairfax was selling its 

Cathedral Square complex in order to move into a more suitably-sized 

building for the Press administration and publishing operations.  

5. Ganellen agreed to buy the Cathedral Square complex, and to build a new 

building at 156 Gloucester St which was to be leased to The Press. We would 

occupy the existing Cathedral Square site until we could move into the new 

building.  

6. During the sale process in 2007, Fairfax’s real estate agent Colliers had 

obtained a LIM from the City Council which noted that some buildings on 

the Press site were either earthquake prone or potentially earthquake prone.  

Fairfax gave the LIM to all prospective purchasers and Colliers, on behalf of 

Fairfax, also commissioned Holmes Consulting Group to provide a report 

Fairfax could give to prospective purchasers discussing Council requirements 

in relation to buildings described in LIMs as “earthquake prone”.   Copies of 

the LIM (Annexure “A”) and the Holmes report (Annexure “B”) are 

attached to this statement.   
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7. The Holmes report in 2007 did not include an onsite investigation.  It said 

that: 

 none of the buildings in the complex had been put into a 

category for upgrading yet,  

 none would be likely to be in Category A, and  

 the heritage Press building had been recorded by Council as 

“likely to be earthquake prone” and 

 the Press building was “almost certain to be earthquake 

prone”.   

8. But I note that, in Steve McCarthy’s brief of evidence (WIT.MCC.0026.1), 

he says the Council did not specify the building as earthquake prone.  I was 

not, at the relevant times, aware of the report or the LIM at all as I had not 

been involved in the sale process in 2007.  I first became aware of the LIM, 

and the subsequent Holmes Consulting report, in early December 2011. 

September 2010 events 

9. Following the 4 September 2010 earthquake, Civil Defence very rapidly 

cleared The Press building for occupation and Council engineers green 

stickered it on 5 September.  

10.  Ganellen instructed Lewis Bradford, consulting engineers, to inspect The 

Press building on 6 September. On Lewis Bradford’s instruction, the payroll 

area of the building (north-western corner) was strengthened.  Subsequently 

we received a copy of the Lewis Bradford report to Ganellen, dated 16 

September.   

11. After the significant aftershock on 8 September 2010, I had staff vacate the 

Press building immediately. Over the next few days I arranged for Harrison 

Grierson, another firm of structural engineers, to also inspect the building.  I 

did this so that we had another expert view additional to that of the owners’ 

engineers. 

12. Lewis Bradford (for Ganellen) recommended work be undertaken including 

– temporary steel work to the parapet, an inspection for loose bricks, and 
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immediate bracing and securing of the north western corner of the building. 

They also recommended an in-situ sheer wall in the north western corner to 

be installed within 2-3 weeks.   

13. In relation to the recommendation for an in situ shear wall in the north-

western corner, Harrison Grierson agreed but I did note that they did not 

specify or recommend a timeframe that work to be done.  

14. After re-inspection of the bracing work by both Lewis Bradford and 

Harrison Grierson (for The Press), I understood that  the engineers 

considered the bracing was satisfactory until The Press moved out of  the 

building permanently to go to its new building. That understanding was 

based on discussions that I and two of my senior managers – Barry Appleby 

and Phil Marshall-Lee- had at the time with Nick Jennings, site manager for 

the building owners, Ganellen.   The recommended work from the Lewis 

Bradford report was undertaken and inspected by them, and by Harrison 

Grierson independently, on behalf of The Press.  .  

15. On 16 September both firms – Lewis Bradford and Harrison Grierson 

reported that the building could be reoccupied.   We received from Ganellen 

a letter dated 16 September 2010, discussing these findings.  Attached to this 

statement is a copy of the minutes of a management meeting held on 16 

September 2010 in which we discussed the decision to move back and the 

need to be certain that the building was safe (Annexure “C”).   

16. As the minutes indicate a small number of us, including myself, began to 

move back in the late afternoon of 17 September. The area where the 

bracing/bolting had been installed in the north-western corner was not re-

occupied, nor the area on the floor below it, as recommended in the Harrison 

Grierson Structural Integrity Assessment (BUI.CAT032.0010.52). 

17. All the key findings of the engineering reports we had were made available to 

all Press staff as part of many communications we made. I emphasised in 

these communications that staff could stay at home if they had family or 

home matters to attend to first. We had operated with a reduced staff during 

the period in which were we out of the building, and my managers had in 

that period  encouraged some staff who we deemed to be non production-

critical to stay at home or to work remotely.  We could operate and get news 
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out, partly by re-routing some functions (like call-centres and credit team) to 

Fairfax sites outside Christchurch.  Our own staff were not all required to 

come into an office and some worked remotely.  This was the outcome of 

contingency planning we had put in place after 4 September in case we 

needed to move out of the building – as happened from 8-20 September. 

18. However in the media business there is a strong drive to lead the flow of 

news and information to the public, so we tend to be less likely than other 

businesses to shut down temporarily or to have staff stay away. 

19. Staff and their families could also access counselling at EAP which was 

entirely confidential and free of charge.  

20. My communications also sought feedback from staff as to any concerns they 

may have had. Our health and safety committee were put on alert to watch 

for staff who were uneasy and our Fairfax national health and safety advisor 

made a trip to Christchurch to assess our management of the building 

damage and and staff welfare. 

Boxing Day 2010 events 

21. Following the Boxing Day 2010 aftershock, the building was red-stickered, 

partly because a section of the parapet on the Britten building (105 Worcester 

St) had collapsed causing damage to or building.  The remaining piece of it 

was a fall hazard.. Part of the parapet of the Coachman Hotel had also 

collapsed on top of the roof of a smaller building at 146 Gloucester St where 

The Press had its circulation and marketing teams situated. The events of 

Boxing Day necessitated that we vacate all of The Press buildings at that 

time.  We set up our operation at our print centre in Logistics Drive that 

afternoon. 

22. By then, Ganellen had undertaken a tender process to find the best 

engineering firm to advise them on the best way to manage this property. I 

assume that was not only because of the earthquakes but also because 

Ganellen needed to identify code work required long-term as part of the 

development of the Press heritage building, after the Press moved to their 

new building. Holmes Consulting Group had been appointed in about 
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November and consequently, after the Boxing Day earthquake, Ganellen 

instructed Holmes Consulting to re-check the building. 

23. Holmes Consulting duly did post Boxing Day checks and provided a report 

to Ganellen (BUI.CAT032.0010.396). This report was given to The Press in 

early January. Some bracing work to the north-eastern corner and the south 

wall was required, and the Britten building parapet had to be removed before 

The Press building could be re-occupied. All of that work was completed. 

Holmes Consulting issued a report to Ganellen on 7 January which said the 

building was safe to occupy and The Press re-occupied the building on 10 

January 2011. 

24. A small amount of further securing works was undertaken on the brick piers 

of the toilet/lightwell on the top floor of the building, under the 

recommendation from Holmes and this work was completed on 24 January 

2011. 

25. In the period after we re-occupied the building (10 January 2011) until the 

February earthquake struck, Ganellen and its engineers monitored the repairs 

that had been done previously.  We saw this monitoring first-hand. 

26. After the September earthquake there was a lot of cracking in the 

plasterwork, especially in the stairwells, and more again after Boxing Day. To 

properly inspect the brickwork behind, the engineers had to remove further 

plaster. After the September earthquake, these areas had been re-plastered 

and painted after inspection, but after Boxing Day there was one section of 

the stairwell where canvas painting drop cloths were placed by Ganellen over 

the exposed brick work. We agreed to this, given we were about ten weeks 

from moving out of the building into new premises, and Ganellen would be 

retrofitting as soon as we vacated. 

27. I am very confident that any damage observable by us had been pointed out 

to Ganellen, Lewis Bradford, Harrison Grierson and Holmes Consulting.  My 

staff and I were concerned about the north-western corner where the 

temporary bracing had been put in on 6 September. We consistently looked 

at that after the aftershocks and contacted Ganellen immediately to inspect 

again. It was the obvious damage to that corner that was part of the reason 

we got a second opinion from Harrison Grierson after 8 September. We were 
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also informed by Ganellen that that area was also regularly checked by them 

and engineers who concluded that the securing work to that area was holding 

and no further action was instructed. 

28. When Ganellen advised that they had engaged Holmes Consulting Group, I 

was aware that they had credentials and that they were familiar with The 

Press building from previous work. I had also heard that John Hare from 

Holmes was an experienced engineer and highly regarded. I had no reason to 

question their appointment by Ganellen as consulting engineers. 

29. The engineering inspections had been repeated and apparently 

comprehensive, and key findings were made freely available to staff. The 

Christchurch events were unprecedented and it would be expected that staff 

were unsettled to varying degrees. My focus was on ensuring we obtained the 

best advice, that all work recommended by the engineers was done and that 

we communicated all the advice and the steps taken to our staff. Not 

surprisingly there were a number of questions to me from staff about 

whether the engineers had okayed the building but no specific requests to me 

to work elsewhere. 

Response to comments by John Hare  

30. I would like to comment on suggestions made by John Hare that The Press 

was pushing hard to re-occupy the building following the Boxing Day 

aftershock (paragraph 20 of his statement).   

31. Following the aftershock, I had many discussions with Michael Doig and 

Nick Jennings of Ganellen, to understand the degree of damage to the Press 

buildings, the likely repairs needed, and the likely timeframe for those repairs. 

The relevance of these discussions for me was so that I could start the 

immediate and urgent planning of where we could locate staff to continue 

publishing, given we were operating with a very skeleton crew.  Most of these 

discussions took place on 26 & 27 December.   

32. Michael's report of 27 December (BUI.CAT032.0010.385) stated that there 

was no major damage that would prevent immediate occupation of the 

ground, mezzanine and first floors of building 2, which adjoined the heritage 
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Press building, but that the top floor could not be used until the restriction 

was lifted from The Press building and access returned for fire egress.   

33. I responded on 29 December (BUI.CAT032.0010.384).  Before sending that 

e-mail to Michael, I had not fully appreciated that the fire exit on the top 

floor of building 2 would have necessitated staff evacuating via the heritage 

Press building (Building 1), which I clearly understood was red stickered and 

inaccessible.  Michael in turn forwarded my e-mail to John Hare and in his 

response he explained that the whole complex was red stickered. 

34. In a subsequent discussion with Michael, on 30 December, he explained the 

response from John Hare and why we couldn’t have staff on the top floor 

because their fire exit would have required them to come out through the 

Press heritage building. That fully clarified the situation for me and we 

confirmed our booking with the Novotel. 

35. I recall another conversation with our maintenance foreman, George Piper 

(either on 28 or 29 December) in which he expressed concern about the 

urgent need to remove the remaining piece of the Britten parapet.  It was 

very brittle and George thought that might fall irrespective of more 

aftershocks. George’s particular concern with that was bricks might fall onto 

an air conditioning unit that cooled our computer server room on level 1 of 

the old Press building. Had that occurred, the server room would almost 

certainly have shut down after a period because it had to be kept within a 

specified temperature range, controlled by the air conditioning unit. If our 

server room had shut down, we would have had no connectivity in 

Christchurch from which to publish all our South Island newspapers. 

Understandably I was anxious about this development and that anxiety was 

probably reflected in my e-mail to Michael on 29 December, urging him to 

give me a response as to when the Britten parapet was going to be removed.  

36. The brick parapet on the Britten building was removed on 6 January. I also 

recall this was the last piece of work outstanding as required by Holmes.  The 

shoring work on the Press building had been completed earlier that week. 

37. We were not pushing hard to return to the building.  Rather, we were looking 

for clarity as to the implications of the various developments post Boxing 
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Day.  The need to ensure a safe working environment for my staff far 

outweighed any imperative to resume normal operations.   

February 2011 event 

38. When part of the Press Building’s roof collapsed in the February earthquake, 

Adrienne Lindsay was working on the top floor with other staff and tragically 

she was killed. Two other staff suffered substantial injuries and there were 

other injuries on that floor. 

39. Some survivors were rescued through a hole that was made in the collapsed 

roof by USAR. Others were assisted out of the top floor by Press and a 

number of Ganellen staff. We don’t know what caused the roof to fail, but I 

have heard speculation that the Britten building swayed into or otherwise 

struck the roof area of the Press building. 

40. In hindsight I have asked myself whether we could have permanently vacated 

the Press building after Boxing Day. In fact while we were waiting for expert 

advice about the safety of the building my senior staff and I explored two 

options including moving to the new building at 156 Gloucester Street.  

which was due to be fully complete in mid to late March.  While many floors 

remained a building site, there was space on the ground floor which looked 

to me to be finished.   

41. However this option was very difficult to implement. The new building was 

not fully complete and had a number of workers on site. Not being 

practically complete shifted some liability for our staff health and safety to 

Ganellen.  Ganellen was not willing to have that responsibility and we did not 

want to pass it to them – so we decided not to pursue that option. 

42. The second option was for our staff to remain working at the business centre 

of the Novotel Hotel, where we had housed some staff from 5 January 2011.  

.  The importance to us of the Novotel Hotel, aside from the sufficient space 

to accommodate a good number of us, was that we could run a cable from 

our server in The Press building to maintain connectivity with our network. 

We could not easily operate our business and that of many other South 

Island newspapers given many of their production processes are centralised 

in Christchurch, without such connectivity.  However, remaining at the 
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Novotel until our likely move to the new building, was clearly going to 

present the hotel with significant difficulties. We concluded that remaining in 

the hotel was not a feasible option either. 

43. Ultimately, however, my primary concern was the safety of my staff.   

Difficulties arising from the practicalities of any required move would never 

have superseded that primary concern.  If I had not been assured that the 

building was safe, we would not have gone back in.   

44. While all decisions as to moving back into the building were my 

responsibility, I took advice from a number of sources., including four of my 

senior team – Barry Appleby, Phil Marshall-Lee, Mark Ross and Joanne 

Ballantyne – in particular. I also kept in regular contact with Fairfax’s CEO 

Allen Williams and Fairfax’s Legal Counsel Sarah Hard about the steps we 

were taking to review options and to obtain engineering advice. The decision 

to move back into the Press building after the 8 September quake was the 

subject of the broader management meeting on 16 September, to which I 

have already referred. 

45. The decision to move back into the building on January 10, 2011, did not 

involve a full-scale management meeting, but rather discussions with the 

small number of managers who were working at the time. The bulk of the 

team remained on annual leave. But in making my decisions, I ultimately 

relied on expert advice that the building was “safe”. 

46.  After the building failed, I learned by reading the Holmes interim report of 3 

February 2011 (BUI.CAT032.0010.496) that the building was not earthquake 

prone before the September events.  I noted the reference to the building 

clearly being less than 33% of Full Code Load after the earthquakes of 

September and December but we were never provided with a copy of that 

report prior to 22 February.  

47. Following this, I have considered what my response would have been had I 

seen that report.  I am conscious that this is said with the benefit of 

hindsight. However, I am certain that I would have convened a meeting with 

my deputy Barry Appleby, who was handling property related issues, 

Ganellen, Holmes Consulting, and quite likely another engineering firm such 

as Harrison Grierson, in order to get complete clarity as to the significance of 
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the Full Code Load in terms of the safety of the building.  I could do no 

more than speculate on what the outcome of that discussion would have 

been.   

 

Andrew Boyle 
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Friday afternoon: 
 Finance and management moving back to level 3. 

IT specific facilities and equipment there + extra cords. 
 
Saturday:  
Need to be out of the Novotel Waimak by 11.59 a.m.   60 machines in there. 
Set up a news room in the Rakaia Room available for Sunday use for editorial side.  
Two machines – graphic and proofing machine will be moved into Rakaia Room.   
Don’t need to take out round tables. 
 
Saturday afternoon – moving news room.  Still have use of Hurunui Room could use 
as a spill over. 
Waimak room is the room they want. 
Andrew Holden will confirm specific machine rquirements – proofer etc. 
 
Sunday 
Mark will look at Logistics Drive and moving the equipment out of there back to the 
advertising area on main ground floor and level one. 
50 machines.   Possibly more. 
Move back over and put in place. 
Payroll – still remain out there – not part of the main plan. 
 
Avenues – working through plan.  Some point need to get in. 
 
By Monday morning most things will be in place and functional. 
 
Hub sub – in relation to Sunday.    Alistair will talk to Paul Taggart – should they 
continue out there on the Saturday?  We will have some machines in the editorial 
floor. 
 
Sunday afternoon Goclassifieds shift 2. – 6.00  Three staff identified.  Leave them 
there and move after shift 
Or 
If machines set up prior to 2.00. 
Telephone system will need attention. 
 
Monday morning 
Clear out Rakaia room 
Need 10 people to help pack machines.   
Building is sound.  4 engineering reports now. 
Only area of doubt – Avenues area.  Had a look today.  Minor compared with 
payroll.  Can keep out or keep them elsewhere. 
Cosmetic work – work may not be completed by Monday.   At this time tomorrow 
will hopefully know if the move on. 
Good if cosmetic work can be completed – visual reminder. 
George – looking at ceiling panels – making sure stable. 
Cleaners – going through and doing a complete clean. 
Lifts – waiting to hear result of today’s inspection. 
Council – been through building today.  Heritage people also been with them.  
Council may demand Ganellen to action a consent to do some of the work they 
want to do (specifically payroll and other structural faults).   Parapet work has 
been completed.   Payroll will be out of bounds. 
Andrew Holden will identify where those people (business) will go – means moving 
desks and machines.  Probably rehouse in editorial meeting room – in the weekend 
move desks and PCs.  AH will confirm. 
 
There will still be nervousness about going back into the building.  Getting some 
EAP support – when people move back into the building.   
Clear communication needed.   Safety of the building – critical;  managers be there 
to meet and greet.   Ganellen will lodge a letter stating that this building is safe to 
return to.    Phil to chase. 
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Communciation tomorrow – late morning.  Ganellen letter to be included if 
available.  If they want us back in the building then that’s part of the process. 
 
If prolonged further shocks – some people will be nervous.   Quakes have settled 
down in the last few days (except for last night) – testing). 
In communication note; 

- building was safe after the 7.1;  we left after the 5.1 aftershock;  
engineering work done as part of repair process;  rest of the building has 
suffered no further damage.  Even if another 5.1 building would be safe.  
Any questions or concerns talk to your supervisor. 

 
Kate Hogan will require 13 hub spaces out at Logistics on Monday.  Alistair will talk 
to Paul Taggart. 
 
Sponsoring concert on October 23.   Mark will discuss with AB.   Promote and sell 
book at the event.  Alcohol free. 
 
Valerie and Joanne to organise bunches of flowers into old Press building and 
baskets of fruit – to make welcoming for returning staff. 
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