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Geraldine Murphy 
0274 507804 
innercityassociation@gmail.com 
 
Yes, I want to speak at a submission hearing. 
 
I am making this submission as an organisation – Inner City Association, Chair 
 

 

 

This submission represents the views of 35 members in response to ICA’s survey on the Draft Annual 

Plan (DAP).  This is 10% of all members. 

Feedback on new initiatives proposed to be included in the DAP 

Responses indicate support for six out of the 11 proposed new initiatives to be included in the 2016-

17 Annual Plan. Of these, only two were ranked as high priority: Ngauranga to Airport minor capital 

projects and Living Wage.  The remaining four(Lyall Bay Foreshore Resilience Plan, Community 

Grants changes, Johnsonville Library Kindergarten purchase, Middleton Road cycleway/walkway) 

were ranked as Medium priority. 

The remaining five proposed initiatives (which respondents did not support being included in the 

Annual Plan) were ranked as Low priority: arts sector activation programme, new outdoor event 

series, Toitu Poneke Sports Hub, Council art collection, Placemaking).  

Table ranking initiatives: (Note: Numbers do not total as not every respondent ranked every 

initiative or priority: 

Rank Initiative 
 

Yes  No Priority (two highest 
rankings) 

1 Lyall Bay Foreshore Resilience Plan 94% (30) 3% (1) Medium (60%); High (16%) 

2 Community Grants Changes 69% (20) 21% (6) Medium (55%); Low (17%) 

3 Ngauranga to Airport minor capital 
projects 

67% (20) 23% (7) High (43%); Medium (23%) 

4 Living Wage 63% (20) 28% (9) High (38%); Medium (28%) 

5 Johnsonville Library Kindergarten 
purchase 

56% (15) 37% (10) Medium (33%); Low (19%) 

6 Middleton Road (cycleway/walkway) 48%(13) 41% (11) Medium (22%); Low (22%); 
High (19%) 

7 Arts sector activation programme 43%(12) 46% (13) Low (25%); Med/Low (18% 
ea) 

8 New outdoor event series 41% (12) 52% (15) Low (28%); Medium (17%) 

9 Toitu Poneke Sports Hub 37% (11) 53% (16) Low (33%); Medium (20%) 

10 Council art collection 32% (9) 58% (16) Low (36%) Med/Low (11% 
each) 

11 Placemaking 21% (5) 71% (17) Low (25%); High (4%) 
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Proposed advisory role to help Body Corporate progress earthquake strengthening projects 

This initiative is proposed in response to a growing need for advisory services to help progress 

earthquake strengthening projects in a body corporate environment.  The proposal put to members 

was that the service would develop guidance, contract templates, deliver seminars, etc at an 

estimated cost of $120 - $150,000 pa. 

This was supported by 66% (23) of respondents with 34% (12) not in support.  47% ranked it as high 

priority, 32% medium priority and 21% low priority. The majority of respondents to the survey are 

residential property/apartment owners. However, the majority of respondents are not owners of an 

earthquake-prone building or of a building where further strengthening is being considered. 

This new initiative will support the Resilient Wellington objectives.  

Comments in support of the proposal were: 

 ‘… needs to be a link between body corporates and council to make the strengthening 

process less stressful ….  It’s time Council took some responsibility for their lack of action 

over the years and be part of the solution going forward …’ 

 ‘… has a public good benefit as strengthening primarily driven by public safety outcomes. 

Potential for projects to be delayed, incur additional costs as each body corporate reinvents 

the wheel  and learn same hard lessons … reliance is placed on volunteer groups to provide 

support which is not sustainable … ‘ 

  ‘ it’s time the Council started to help building owners and stopped trying to obstruct them..’ 

 ‘… there are some important steps in getting acceptable results from BC issues that are often 

stymied by inexperience and ignorance that could be better handled with experienced WCC 

advice’ 

 ‘ as non-professionals, Body Corporates need independent, inexpensive assistance’ 

Comments against the proposal were: 

 ‘surely templates are done. This has been around for ages’ 

 With MBIE and Council these resources already exist. Is this not duplication?’ 

 ‘Good Body Corporates can do this for themselves without WCC help’ 

 ‘this is nanny state stuff and not necessary. Expertise is available and many BC have already 

done the work or are in the middle of it’ 

 ‘Rates relief is priority’ 

 ‘this is not needed as much as rates relief’ 

While the need to do the strengthening has been ‘around for a while’ there are no templates, no 

guidance or support structures in place. ICA agrees that MBIE should be providing this authoritative 

guidance, but it isn’t. There is still an argument for WCC to provide a service for its ratepayers as 

some body corporates of buildings between 34% and 67% NBS are considering further 

strengthening, which supports WCC’s resilience objectives but are not under MBIE’s regulatory 

scope.  ICA has supported the rates relief (limited though it is) but this is only available when the 

work is completed. It can – and is – taking body corporates years to get through the work. Some of 

this is due to funding, while others are due to project challenges. WCC has an interest in ensuring 

the projects progress as efficiently as possible. 
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ICA supported the 2012-2022 Long Term Plan initiative of $1.5m over five years to ‘inform building 

owners and help develop and implement collaborative solutions to strengthen their buildings’. ICA 

has asked for further information on how this money has been spent as there is little evidence of the 

‘inform building owners’ aspect. ICA notes the work in 2012, 2014, 2015 on collaborative solutions 

for Cuba St, Newtown and Courtenay Place, but it is unclear how the knowledge gained from these 

initiatives are being transferred to owners and body corporates.  

ICA recognises that there is a tension between the WCC’s regulatory role and an advisory role, but 

considers this can be managed by the appropriate placement and scoping of the position. This 

tension has not been a constraint in offering the Quakecheck service for residential house owners. 

ICA, along with the Body Corporate Chairs’ Group and WCC (primarily Building Resilience Manager) 

have been working together to deliver a series of seminars for owners facing earthquake 

strengthening. The first seminar was well attended (approx. 100) and higher numbers are expected 

for the future seminars. However, working across three organisations is an inefficient process and 

the proposed advisory role would provide a central organising point for future seminars.  

Scope of proposed role 

What will this role do? 
The key deliverables from this role are: 

 develop a ‘toolkit’ of guidance, templates, checklists that help Body Corporate (BC) Chairs, 
their committees and their owners, progress through the seismic strengthening project, 
including the decision making processes under the Unit Titles Act 

 proactively identify topics where guidance is required and liaise with other agencies and 
professionals to develop guidance material 

 provide a central point where professional bodies could publish technical guidance to help 
owners (eg, a checklist for what should be in a Detailed Seismic Assessment proposal) 

 proactively contact BC with a s124 notice to understand what the status quo is and what 
information is required and collect information about other buildings opting to do further 
strengthening to develop a network and facilitate sharing of knowledge and experience 

 provide regular forums for information sharing to build the understanding of what is 
involved and an opportunity to ask questions of professionals 

 liaise with MBIE to update them on barriers to progressing strengthening projects and 
ensure there is alignment with whatever guidance is provide nationally 

 facilitate mediation where Body Corporate (BC) Chairs are experiencing difficulties with 
WCC units in progressing strengthening projects (eg, where heritage constraints are forcing 
unreasonable costs on owners); this is about ensuring the right people in WCC, at the right 
level, are involved in the discussion rather than the Advisor participating themselves. 
 

How much will it costs and what skills are required? 

 Estimated $120,000 - $150,000 pa to obtain the right skill sets and experience; 
knowledgeable about earthquake strengthening legislation, contract development, large 
project management 

 It could be a person based in WCC who contracts in the required skills when needed 

 This service should be free to Body Corporates given the public good outcomes of public 
safety and the city’s economic resilience that are the primary drivers.  
 

Why is this role needed for Wellington City? 
Some BC Committees do not know where to start: Seismic strengthening projects are technically 
complex, financially challenging, logistically difficult if the building needs to be vacated, and difficult 
to manage in a multi-owner environment such as BC buildings. BC Chairs and their committees did 
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not take on these roles expecting to manage complex construction projects and for many individuals 
in these positions do not have the skills or experience necessary.  Approximately 30% of the 
earthquake-prone buildings have a residential use; many of these will be a Body Corporate 
environment.  
 
The clock is ticking for owners of buildings with s124 notices: the longer it takes to get started, the 
higher the risk that buildings may not be strengthened by the expiry date. This will have impacts on 
WCC and Wellington’s CBD. MBIE does not have Wellington owners or properties as a priority. 
 
We need to minimise rework and wasted expense due to lack of guidance as BC Chairs endeavour to 
obtain guidance from someone in a similar situation. Currently this role is being provided by 
individuals in the Body Corporate Chairs’ Group who are generally BC Chairs themselves, in the 
middle of their own strengthening projects and are employees in senior roles or self-employed; they 
are busy people already. It is unrealistic to expect essentially volunteers to fulfil this role on an 
ongoing basis.  
 
The number of BC Chairs who need this guidance will increase: BC Committees of buildings rated 
between 34% and 67% are having to consider further strengthening due to market pressures arising 
from the media coverage after Christchurch.  Commercial units in mixed-use buildings cannot get 
tenants and some apartments cannot be sold or rental income and sale prices are well below market 
rates.  MBIE will not be focused on these owners as there is not a regulatory requirement to 
strengthen, but it is in WCC’s interest that they are strengthened to maintain the appeal of the inner 
city as a place to live and work.  
 
What this role will not do: 

 provide legal advice 

 participate in decisions on a particular building (beyond facilitating mediation to occur) 

 liaise with professionals (eg, engineers, architects, lawyers) on behalf of the Body Corporate 

 mediate between owners and their Body Corporate where there are issues 
 

How long will the role be needed for? 

 Three years:  
o Year 1 – primarily set up and developing material for toolkit 
o Year 2 – consolidating the advisory toolkit and information forums 
o Year 3 – review and assess the ongoing demand: how many s124 buildings have not 

started; how many other buildings are facing market-driven strengthening; identify 
what guidance is available from MBIE and refine based on the information 

 There is likely to be an ongoing requirement given the numbers of buildings affected by s124 
notices, market-driven strengthening, and potentially the issues arising out of the MBIE 
survey of non-structural risk issues. 
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Urban Development Agency 

There is support for the establishment of an Urban Development Agency, though the level of 

support is neutral to limited for two activities: 

Activity Yes No 

Lead and coordinate the physical regeneration of strategic 
parts of the city 

73% (24) 27% (9) 

Take a leadership role in areas where earthquake-prone 
building issues are preventing a timely market response 

71% (24) 29% (10) 

Demonstrate good practice in housing development urban 
design and sustainability 

62% (21) 38% (13) 

Parcel land together and increase the supply of affordable 
housing 

56% (19) 44% (15) 

Deliver large-scale Council developments 50% (17) 50% (17) 

 

Comments provided indicate concerns about Council’s ability to deliver and whether it should be in 

the development space at all. WCC must heed these concerns to avoid economic disasters by 

undertaking roles that it may not have the necessary capacity and capability to deliver or govern. 

 ‘ don’t think Council should meddle in development, but rather leave that to the market, 

however I do think they could better support development opportunities by working with 

the market to achieve workable solutions for all concerned’ 

 ‘Council is not a developer, but is a commissioner’ 

 ‘support the concept but am concerned about the capability to deliver what sounds like a 

developer’s role. WCC can require good practice in urban design and sustainability through 

the District Plan design guides. It is very unclear what the leadership role in dealing with 

market response issues is, and not convinced WCC has capability’ 

 ‘again is an initiative joke that the Council introduced for the development of the 

Waterfront. Again and again this entity put forward proposals that Wellingtonians had to 

fight against at considerable costs to all parties’ 

 ‘Council is not a developer and I doubt it has the relevant skills to be successful. It could help 

by relaxing zoning and ensuring nimby objectors can’t scuttle developments’ 

 ‘Council is not competent to lead’ 

 ‘timely resource consents and stringent, timely and reliable building inspection services take 

priority’. 

Despite the support for the activity ‘Take a leadership role in areas where earthquake-prone building 

issues are preventing a timely market response‘, 59% (19) of respondents agreed (41%(13) 

disagreed) that there is a potential conflict between WCC’s regulatory role (approving demolitions in 

the CBD, resource consents and building consents, etc) and the leadership role activity in relation to 

earthquake-prone buildings.  

Comments provided: 

 ‘stick with commissioning. Developers know how to manage their risk’ 

 ‘…heard of a refusal to approve a demolition of a s124 building as there were no plans for a 

replacement building [but the owner wanted to remove the risk]… is this a timely market 

response?’ 
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 ‘… there is also conflict with parcelling land together.  WCC could start influencing the 

market with competing drivers – to provide market price to owners but minimise costs to 

ratepayers’ 

 ‘.. what situations are contemplated and exactly how is the Council going to get a building 

upgraded or replaced if the owner doesn’t want to incur the expenditure?’ 

 ‘… there should not be [any potential conflict] .. if there is it should be fixed’. 

WCC must provide more detail on how this agency will work to reassure owners concerned about 

the potential conflict of interest. 

WCC’s aspiration to be ‘the low carbon capital’ 

68% (23) of respondents agreed with the aspiration and to undertake activities such as investigating 

removal of minimum parking requirements for new buildings, increase car parks allocated to electric 

vehicles, continue cycleways, and deliver food waste reduction programmes to progressively reduce 

emissions in the capital by 10% by 2010.  32% (11) respondents did not support. 

Demographics of respondents 

 


