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I, Phillip Griffiths, of Rhodes + Associates Limited, Christchurch, state: 

INTRODUCTION 

1. I am a Quantity Surveyor and a Director of Rhodes + Associates Limited, based in 

Christchurch. 

QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

2.        My qualifications and experience are set out in my primary evidence dated August 31, 

2026  

 

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

1. My evidence addresses the high-level comparative costs of the seven options 

considered for the Briscoes Building. It explains the basis of my estimates, responds 

to the costing matters raised by Mr Barsby, and identifies the corrections and 

clarifications required. My evidence does not address structural engineering 

performance, heritage effects, planning merits, or the suitability of any option from an 

engineering perspective. 
 

2. I prepared high-level cost estimates for seven options relating to repair, demolition, 

and façade retention at the Briscoes Building. Options 1–5 were included in my earlier 

evidence. Options 6 and 7 were subsequently prepared to assess further façade-

retention alternatives that would allow public access to the footpath. 

 

3. The estimates for Options 1–5 were informed by historic cost information from Harley 

Chambers, a comparable multi-level building on a corner site with high parapets and 

a brick façade. I used Harley Chambers information to inform the cost of façade 

retention and applied high-level square-metre rates to the principal building elements. 

Although Harley Chambers was affected by the Canterbury earthquakes, it was in 

better structural condition than the Briscoes Building. I have taken that difference into 

account when considering the relevance of the comparison. 

 

4. Options 6 and 7 were prepared as additional alternatives for retaining the façade while 

enabling public access to the adjoining footpath. Both options have been prepared as 

concept estimates in an elemental estimate format then summarised using the same 

presentation format as the earlier option 1 – 5. 

Andrew Barsby evidence 

5. I respond below to the matters raised in Mr Barsby’s review of the additional material 

titled “Rhodes + Associates – Brief of Evidence, Phil Griffiths.” I have followed the 

paragraph numbering used in his brief of evidence. 

 

6. Paragraph 37. Options 6 and 7 were prepared from concept level design only, the 

attached elemental estimates were not issued in my previous evidence as I thought it 

was appropriate to maintain the previous summarised format as my earlier option 1-5. 
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The supporting estimates included in Appendix 1 show the level of detail completed 

for my brief of evidence dated August 31, 2026. 

 

7.  The principal allowances adopted in preparing option 6 & 7 estimates are summarised 

below. 

 The basis of the concept estimation is from previous project experience.  

 Targeted demolition is more costly than machine demolition and this has been taken 

into consideration when preparing the estimates. 

 Installation of temporary external propping via internal and external application, this 

is required to allow workers safe access for mould removal and major internal 

propping scope.  

 Following installation of the external propping and completion of mould remediation, 

targeted and careful demolition can proceed to provide access for foundation work 

and installation of the permanent internal façade-propping system. The external 

propping can then be removed. 

 On completion of the internal propping, the demolition of either the full building or 

part building excluding the retained facade can commence. 

 

8. Paragraph 38. As noted above, the estimates draw on cost information from the Harley 

Chambers project. I have also reviewed the façade areas and available information for 

Invercargill Central, Coxhead House, and the Southland Times building, completed in 

2019. The façade square metre rates adopted in my estimates are consistent with 

those comparators. 

 

9. Paragraph 39. - As noted in Mr Barsby brief of evidence there are discrepancies, I 

confirm that my Option 6 & 7 Tables had minor errors.  

a. The stated 12% allowance for ‘Other Development Costs’ is incorrect; the 

values for Options 6 and 7 were correctly calculated using 4%. 

b. Option 7 Rate column ‘Works to façade’ value is incorrectly noted as 

$1,432,615 but, the amount column is correct at $770,410.  

No adjustment is required to Option 6 & 7 as the total values are correct. 

 

10. Paragraph 40. I am unable to comment on the projects identified in paragraph 40 of 

Mr Barsby’s brief because I have not been provided with sufficient cost, scope, 

procurement, programme, condition, or design information to assess whether those 

projects are comparable with the Briscoes Building options. 

 

11. Paragraph 41. My report updates the costs for Options 1–5 by applying the stated 

escalation adjustments from 2024 to 2026. It also provides summary tables for Options 

6 and 7. The detailed concept estimates for Options 6 and 7 are now attached to show 

the basis and level of detail underlying those summaries. 

 

12. Paragraph 42. The adjustment to Option 4 was made to clarify the basis of the 

estimate, which was not expressly stated in the original material. The propping 

alternatives are intended to bring the façade to a safe condition, with scope and cost 

depending on the propping solution adopted. 
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13. Paragraph 43 & 44. Option 6 was estimated on the same general basis as Option 7. 

My estimate provides concept costs based on the engineering concepts prepared by 

Lewis Bradford. I do not offer an opinion on the structural capacity, level of 

strengthening, or technical adequacy of those concepts, as those matters are outside 

my quantity surveying expertise. 

 

14. The completed Concept Estimates represent fair and reasonable allowances for the 

scope of work described under each option, having regard to the information available, 

the stated assumptions, and the high-level nature of the assessment. 

 

Dated 14 October 2026 

 

_______________________________ 

Phillip N Griffiths 

DipQS, RegQS, FNZIQS 

Director, Rhodes + Associates Limited 
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Appendix 1 — High-level Concept Estimates, Options 6 & 7 
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