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WCC draft submission on regulations and methodology for the Building 
(Earthquake-Prone) Buildings Amendment Act.  

 

 

ICA endorses much of WCC’s responses and questions in the draft submission. In particular, the calls 

for the need to ensure information provided to building owners is readily accessible and provides 

where possible an estimate of timeframes and costs, and that a broader discussion take place about 

financial assistance for building owners for earthquake strengthening. We also support the 

recommendation outlined in Q20/Q24 (p15, 16) to provide good advice around types of engineering 

assessments, informing owners about the process, how to assist people unfamiliar with the process 

to have effective discussions with their engineers, etc. 

ICA agrees that the authoritative source of advice, templates, checklists etc should be MBIE. But, 

WCC still has a role to support its ratepayers and, in the absence of MBIE doing it in a timely manner, 

the Council has to. Wellington probably has the highest number of affected residents and business 

property owners in high seismic risk areas. Many owners of buildings between 34% and 67% NBS are 

starting to investigate higher strengthening due to market and insurance pressures. These owners 

and their body corporates will face the same challenges as those under 34%NBS. The Council has a 

responsibility to support its ratepayers through the hard processes (before the rates rebate and 

consent rebate even kicks in) and has not done this despite the evidence being clear for many years 

that owners are struggling. MBIE is unlikely to focus on those owners in buildings between 34 and 

67%NBS, as they are not the focus of the legislation. 

Similarly, while we support the call to MBIE (and the Government) for financial assistance, ICA 

believes that Council has to continue to investigate its own options if it wants owners to fast-track 

strengthening and undertake further strengthening to support the economic resilience of the city. To 

wait for MBIE is irresponsible. 

Our key concerns with the Council’s response follow. Page numbers refer to the Committee paper; 

Q# refers to the submission document question. 

1. P10 (Q3) Do these additional categories mean that further buildings in Wellington will be 

assessed as potentially earthquake prone? If it does, ICA does not support the inclusion; 

based on the percentages provided for the one and two storey buildings built 1935-1976 this 

would potentially impose costs for an Initial Seismic Assessment (estimated $2,000 excl GST) 

and possibly a Detailed Seismic Assessment (estimated $10,000 - $80,000 excl GST) on the 

majority of owners when only a small percentage of buildings may be affected.  

 

ICA does not consider that an additional category for ‘location, ground condition and ground 

mailto:innercityassociation@gmail.com


Inner City Association 

7 December 2016  Page 2 of 3 

composition’ is necessary as these buildings can be addressed by the ability to identify 

potentially earthquake prone buildings at any time. In addition, it creates a wide net for a 

territorial authority that imposes costs on owners. 

 

ICA has reservations about the proposed category approach. Further information is required 

about the level of investigation that a territorial authority (TA) is required to do to inform 

their judgements to minimise unnecessary costs imposed on owners. While this may not 

affect Wellington at this point, given the previous work that WCC has done, it will be an 

issue if other categories are added. ICA considers that TAs should bear a share of the costs 

given the public good outcomes that are driving this: public safety and economic resilience. 

 

2. P13 (Q9-11) Identification of potentially earthquake-prone buildings at any time) WCC’s 

support of this regulation is understandable where buildings are subsequently identified 

with serious damage following an earthquake (such as the 5 buildings referred to in the 

response). However, the proposal would allow any new knowledge about buildings, 

technologies, earthquakes to be retrospectively applied to all buildings. This could result in a 

recently strengthened building becoming ‘potentially earthquake prone’ again. This creates 

the uncertainty that the Act was endeavouring to avoid by stating that the building 

standards that apply to assessments and remediation of a particular building are those that 

were in place at the commencement date. (p13 in the Methdology discussion document).  

 

If WCC supports the scope of this proposal, without committing to providing real financial 

support, it will be exacerbating the financial impacts on owners. If public safety (and 

economic resilience) is your driver for this, then you have to provide financial support for 

these public benefits.  

 

3. P16 (Q25) Recommendation adding a clause so that where a TA requests an owner to get 

further advice or a peer review then the owner is liable for the costs. ICA does not accept 

this. The intent of the methodology is that officers (who are not engineers) will be able to 

accept an assessment by an engineer that has followed the prescribed methodology. If WCC 

wishes to seek further advice or a peer review, then it is at WCC’s cost. The methodology 

proposal document states that a TA unable to make a decision may commission engineering 

advice (p34). MBIE has confirmed the intent that owners would not be subject to TA 

imposed costs of this nature. 

 

4. P19 (Q34 – and related Q18, P15) Inclusion of geotechnical assessments in criteria for 

recognising previous assessments. ICA does not support this as it could effectively require 

that an assessment, commissioned in good faith from a reputable engineer prior to 

commencement, has to be redone to include a specific geotechnical assessment. The 

proposed Detailed Seismic Assessment (DSA) includes a specific geotechnical assessment for 

future DSAs, which ICA supports. 
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o On a related note, ICA understands that WCC has agreed to upload its geotechnical 

assessments into the NZ Geotechnical Database.1 This is great, but now the data 

needs to be made available as the methodology will create more demands for 

geotechnical assessments. Populating the database should be a priority to build up a 

local resource to benefit all owners. WCC needs to lead by example to encourage 

other owners to give approval to add their geotechnical assessment into the 

database and to encourage geotechnical companies to add historical data. 

 

5. P 22 (Q9) Recommendation that in order to incentivise strengthening of buildings less than 

20%NBS, the timeframe should be shortened. ICA rejects this recommendation. This 

continues WCC’s practice of ignoring the reality of the challenges in progressing some of the 

solutions, as well as the high costs involved and inability of some owners to access funding. 

ICA agrees that two categories should not be used.  

 

6. P27 (Exemptions) The ability for some owners to apply for exemptions contradicts the intent 

for the legislation (public safety) and creates inequities among owners. This regulation gives 

some owners (and users of the building) the ability to choose to accept the risk, while other 

owners are forced into strengthening when they would all accept the risk and there would 

be minimal public safety impacts. If costs are an issue, then financial assistance and 

extending the timeframes is the answer. If the exemption proceeds, TAs will be responsible 

for checking that the use and occupancy is in line with the exemption. 

ICA supports the Earthquake Recovery: Community Support Initiative for those affected by the 14 

November quake and for businesses leading up to the Xmas period. 

                                                           
1
 https://www.building.govt.nz/about-building-performance/news-and-updates/all-news-and-updates/bc-

update-187/  
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