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ABSTRACT: Following the Darfield earthquake, a series of building evaluations were 
carried out of increasing depth and detail.  Rapid structural assessments, following the 
guidelines produced by the NZSEE, were initially carried out during the State of 
Emergency to identify hazards to the immediate occupation of the buildings. 

Following the lifting of the State of Emergency, buildings with yellow or red placards 
were declared dangerous and will ultimately be required to be demolished or repaired. In 
response to a lack of any central policy in the Building Act in this regard, the 
Christchurch City Council amended their Earthquake Prone Building Policy to include 
provisions for the repair of earthquake damaged structures to 67% of code loading. 

Initial structural assessments were by necessity visual only.  Detailed structural 
assessments involved review of the original drawings as well as intrusive investigations, 
with the intention of detecting underlying damage that might otherwise remain hidden. 
The need for such investigation has been demonstrated by some of the findings of the 
investigations undertaken and learnings from previous earthquakes overseas, but there is 
no specific policy mandating detailed assessment. 

This paper addresses the different stages of structural evaluations performed following 
the Darfield earthquake and provides comment on the effectiveness of policies in relation 
to resumption of occupancy.  Recommendations for efficiencies in both the initial and 
detailed evaluation processes are discussed, along with recommendations for legislative 
and policy changes to facilitate the recovery process. 

1 INTRODUCTION 

The Darfield earthquake of September 2010 was the first major urban earthquake since the 
introduction of modern design standards and policies.  Although the 2007 Gisborne earthquake could 
lay claim to this, by virtue of its relatively contained impact it did not provide a full test of the 
assessment and recovery processes.  By contrast, the Darfield earthquake had a widespread impact that 
tested the country’s response capability.  

Thankfully there was no loss of life but there has been significant damage, the extent of which is still 
being assessed.  Almost immediately following the earthquake, it was apparent that the impact of an 
event of this scale had not been anticipated, beyond the immediate emergency phase; or that the 
procedures in place were not well understood. 

In particular there was a need to perform adequate assessment of both the damage and the reasons for 
its occurrence prior to determining a repair and reoccupation policy.  In the authors’ view, this has 
been performed to widely varying levels, to the extent that there are potentially unsafe buildings being 
occupied as if nothing had happened, with no particular mechanism to force owners to verify the 
safety of their buildings. 

The Boxing Day earthquake highlighted further concerns.  With no declared State of Emergency, the 
initial evaluation process was handled differently, and with less resource to draw on.  Although the 
affected area was smaller, the central city suffered a surprising amount of damage.  With a less defined 
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management structure, the public was in some cases exposed to significant risk for a period. 

While several Councils were forced to respond to the effects of the Darfield earthquake, this paper 
focuses primarily on the response of the local consulting engineers and the Christchurch City Council 
(CCC) with respect to commercial buildings in the CBD. 

2 STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS 

The governing legislation is the Building Act (2004), although the Canterbury Earthquake Response 
and Recovery Bill was passed shortly after the event, in order to help facilitate the recovery.  

The Building Act has really only one oblique reference to earthquake recovery – in setting limits and 
responsibilities for dealing with Earthquake Prone Buildings (EPBs) and Dangerous Buildings.  So 
although a significant part of the Building Act is intended to reduce the impact of earthquakes, it is 
silent on what may be required when one occurs, other than for buildings which may fall back into the 
categories of dangerous or earthquake prone. 

For the Building Consent Authorities (BCA’s) and practitioners, this created significant problems 
which are still unresolved.  The BCA’s require a legislative framework in order to develop policy, and 
the practitioners need a coherent policy to advise building owners.  Neither was available. Instead 
there has been a long period during which the CCC and insurance companies ‘negotiated’ over the 
repair strengthening levels.  

The Building Act requires some interpretation.  Under the First Schedule, a building consent is not 
required for “any lawful repair or maintenance using comparable materials, or replacement with a 
comparable component or assembly in the same position....”. An interpretation of this could be that 
simple repairs to a damaged building may be legitimately completed as of right, unless that building 
was earthquake prone.  Arguably this could include a partial reconstruction of like with like.   

In practice, the CCC has treated repairs in many cases as an alteration, requiring also that disabled 
access and fire safety reports are submitted, as would be the case for a typical alteration.  The 
insistence on disabled access and fire safety appears to be simply an outcome of having no other 
option under the Act, despite this effectively kicking the owners while they are down.  It would seem 
fairer to allow structural repairs simply on the basis that access and fire matters will be no worse 
following the repair.  

Clearly there is a need for legislation to address the requirements of damage more specifically, 
whether from earthquake or other more general damage.  A simple solution would be to require 
buildings to be repaired to the greater of either their strength or resistance prior to the event, or to 33% 
of code; and for compliance with all other provisions of the Building Code to at least the same level as 
prior to the event.  If owners wish to take advantage of the opportunity to upgrade their buildings, this 
would trigger consideration as an alteration, in which case the other upgrade criteria (such as fire 
safety and disabled access) would need to be met.  

The Boxing Day event illustrated another gap in the legislative framework, in this case, what to do in 
the event of a serious emergency which does not trigger a State of Emergency.   

3 INITIAL EVALUATION PROCESS 

3.1 NZSEE Recommendations 

The NZSEE Building Safety Evaluation Guidelines provide recommendations with regard to the 
process of structural safety evaluations of damaged buildings. Overall Damage Surveys are expected 
to be carried out within hours of the event by Civil Defence staff and Territorial Authorities to assess 
aggregate damage and identify affected areas.  Level 1 Rapid Assessments and Level 2 Rapid 
Assessments are expected to be carried out during the State of Emergency declared under the Civil 
Defence Emergency Act.  Following the lifting of the State of Emergency, Detailed Engineering 
Evaluation and Remedial Work should be performed as part of the disaster recovery phase.  
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Level 1 Rapid Assessments are an assessment of the current building structural damage by external 
observation only.  These assessments should be carried out by teams comprising building control 
officers, structural and civil engineers, architects, and other suitably experienced building 
professionals. 

Level 2 Rapid Assessments should be undertaken for substantial buildings and for buildings identified 
in the Level 1 Rapid Assessment as having sustained some damage.  The Level 2 Rapid Assessment 
involves interior and exterior observations and should be performed by structural, building services 
and geotechnical engineers (as appropriate). 

This process is not mandated under either the Building Act or the Civil Defence Emergency 
Management Act, although it is assumed that the TAs and Civil Defence are responsible for 
developing internal policies in regard. 

3.2 Territorial Authority and Civil Defence Response 

Immediately following the earthquake at 4:36am, Christchurch City and surrounding suburbs were 
triaged with rapid visits from Civil Defence, Christchurch City Council (CCC) staff and Emergency 
Services.  Members of the public flocked to the city to witness the damage until a State of Emergency 
was declared later in the day, allowing a cordon to be placed around the CBD.  Throughout the day, 
the response focused on cordoning off particularly dangerous areas while scoping the overall 
magnitude of the event. 

The following day (5th September), CCC commenced the formal process of structural assessments.  
Local consulting engineers, academics and building inspectors turned out to supplement CCC’s own 
staff in forming Building Evaluation Teams.  These teams were initially tasked with completing Level 
1 Rapid Assessments of the buildings within the CBD.  Buildings were tagged with Red, Yellow, or 
Green placards to identify their likely hazard. 

The Building Evaluation Teams commenced Level 2 Structural Assessments almost simultaneously.  
Again these assessments were carried out by people from a variety of backgrounds – Chartered 
Professional Engineers, Academics and Building Inspectors.  Due to variations in skill level, lack of 
access, or just differences of opinion, many buildings that had previously been placarded had their 
placards changed by the Building Evaluation Teams. 

3.3 Engineering Consultant’s Response 

Independently but running parallel to the Territorial Authority and Civil Defence response, local 
consulting engineers were engaged directly by building owners and tenants seeking independent 
assurance as to the safety of their buildings prior to re-opening for business.  The rapid structural 
assessments undertaken by these consultants generally included a walk-through of the interior and 
were therefore of significantly greater detail than the Level 1 Rapid Assessments being conducted at 
the same time by the Building Evaluation Teams.   

The detail of the consultant’s assessments was closer to the Level 2 Rapid Assessment, although the 
information was not necessarily recorded in this format (CCC forms not yet being available).  Because 
of the difference in recording methods and lack of a formal process to incorporate consultants’ 
assessments, this information was generally not well transmitted to CCC. 

For example, by the end of the first week, Holmes Consulting Group had assessed over 400 buildings, 
primarily commercial and institutional. Extrapolation of this total suggests that a significant proportion 
of the major buildings in the city were subject to more detailed evaluations independently of the CCC. 

Some days after September 4, the CCC issued some consulting engineers with Level 2 Rapid 
Assessment forms and placards.  Following placarding of a building, the forms were required to be 
hand delivered to the Emergency Operations Centre for data entry.  Some consultants devised their 
own similar form, potentially placing themselves outside the protection of the emergency orders. 

The lack of an integrated system resulted in significant duplication of rapid building assessments being 
carried out by Territorial Authorities and consulting engineers. 
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3.4 Issues Encountered with the Building Placard System 

Building Evaluation Teams being deployed to buildings that had already been placarded by 
consultants appeared to have no way of knowing whether the placard was placed as a result of a Level 
1 or Level 2 Rapid Assessment and therefore conducted their own Level 2 Rapid Assessment.  Since 
the Building Evaluation Teams often did not have access to the interior of these buildings, there were 
many occasions where buildings placards were changed by Building Evaluation Teams without 
justification. 

Some building owners were unhappy about restrictions on their business as a result of their building 
placard and contacted alternative engineers to obtain a more lenient view.  In one instance this resulted 
in a popular pub being reopened to the public with a significant chimney hazard directly above an 
occupied space. 

The register of building placards was not publically available, meaning that in some instances building 
owners were not notified of their building’s status.  On occasions the building’s status was changed in 
the CCC system although placards were not placed on the building by the Building Evaluation Teams.  
In one instance this resulted in eviction notices being served to a complex of mainly retired residents, 
causing unnecessary distress. 

It should be noted that there can be significant contractual issues associated with a building’s status.  
Commercial leases generally have termination clauses if a building is not occupiable for a given 
period, which would generally be determined by the placard.  An error in the central database resulted 
in one building being wrongly classified as yellow, which was discovered only a matter of days before 
the lease clause could have been invoked, having significant commercial consequences.  

3.5 Boxing Day Aftershock 

The Boxing Day earthquake that followed placed further stress on the system, with only skeleton staff 
on duty in both public and private sectors.  The damage that resulted from the relatively low 
magnitude (4.9) event took many people by surprise.  Although no State of Emergency was declared, 
reconnaissance teams were deployed on rapid assessment work, issuing Section 124 notices in lieu of 
the placarding system that was available under the State of Emergency.   

The management of the immediate recovery was less well organised than the original earthquake, and 
several steps were taken that potentially exposed the public to unacceptable risk on the one hand, or 
were overly conservative.  For example: 

• Assessors were reputedly instructed to issue S124 notices even if only broken windows were 
observed.  This required building owners to find a CPEng to issue an occupation certificate prior 
to removing the notice – a significant waste of time in some cases. 

• Fences around at-risk buildings often extended no further than the footpath, not nearly far enough 
to protect passers-by in the event of further masonry falling. 

• Initial evaluations failed to cover all sides of the buildings, and therefore failed to identify all 
hazards. 

In fairness to the responsible CCC officers, their options were limited in the event of no State of 
Emergency being declared.  Under those circumstances, the Building Act offered no alternative to 
using S124 notices. 

3.6 Recommendations for Efficiencies in the Rapid Building Safety Evaluation Process 

a. Level 1 Rapid Assessments are fairly superficial and need to be completed quickly; therefore 
it is acceptable that volunteers from a wide range of backgrounds be permitted to undertake 
these.   
 
Level 2 Rapid Assessments require a degree of engineering interpretation and judgement.  
Therefore, only Chartered Professional Engineers (Structural) should be authorised to carry 
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out a Level 2 Rapid Assessment and subsequently placard a building, with input from 
geotechnical engineers if applicable.  Local building inspectors can and should be involved in 
the process, but should not be required to take on a level of responsibility that they are not 
trained for.  Level 2 Rapid Assessment forms and placards (to be used in any region of New 
Zealand) should be available on a central website (e.g. DBH) for download by engineers.   
 
It is noted that the Chartered Professional Engineers (CPEng) register is not specific as to 
discipline, although CPEng candidates are required to nominate their field of practice.  This 
requires that engineers adhere to their ethical responsibilities and do not offer opinion on 
structural stability if this is not their field of practice.  It was observed that some engineers 
participating in the assessments were practising outside their field of expertise, presumably in 
the interests of getting the assessments completed more quickly.  This is counter-productive.  
At best, the time spent by other suitably qualified engineers in re-evaluating incorrect 
assessments is wasted effort and at worst it is dangerous if incorrect assessments are made and 
not discovered.    
 
It is desirable, but not essential, that a nationwide training programme be implemented to 
ensure that engineers participating in this process have at least rudimentary training in damage 
assessment. 

b. Building Placards should record whether they have been placed as a result of a Level 1 or 
Level 2 Rapid Assessment.  This would enable Building Evaluation Teams coming across a 
building with a Level 2 placard to move on with the knowledge that a satisfactory assessment 
has already been undertaken.   

c. If a building already has a Level 2 placard, the placard type should not be permitted to be 
changed without contacting the original engineer to discuss the reasons why a change in 
placard is justified.  

d. Building Placards and Level 2 Rapid Assessment forms should record the following 
information to enable the Territorial Authority to contact the engineer directly in the event of 
any further queries about a particular building, or to invalidate placards placed by unqualified 
persons: 

e. Structural engineer’s name 

f. CPEng number 

g. Contact details (phone and email) 

h. Engineers who have placed placards on buildings should be required to email copies of the 
Level 2 Rapid Assessment forms to the Territorial Authority for input to the central database.  
Data entry to this database may need to be staged to prevent backlogs.  The initial focus 
should be on recording the basic crucial information (placard type, engineer, check CPEng, 
contact details), with the other information to be entered as time permits, possibly prioritised 
by placard type. 

i. This database should be developed to enable public web access to view the current status of 
buildings. 

j. Whether by legislation or policy, a better means of managing post-earthquake (or other 
significant event) safety should be developed, possibly allowing use of the emergency 
evaluation procedures without the State of Emergency conditions.  

4 DETAILED EVALUATIONS OF BUILDINGS 

4.1 Detailed Evaluations Performed for Building Owners 

Following the completion of rapid assessments, building owners contacted, or were contacted by, 
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consulting engineers to initiate detailed structural evaluations of their buildings.  The detailed 
evaluations may have included a review of the original drawings (if available), detailed observations 
(involving the removal of linings to view hidden structure), and interpretation of the findings. 

Depending on the size and form of the building concerned, the detailed structural evaluations should 
have addressed the following items; 

• Description of building form and lateral load resisting systems 

• Pre-earthquake building capacity 

• Magnitude of shaking experienced 

• Preliminary and detailed observations 

• Summary of building damage observed 

• Repairs required 

• Post-earthquake building capacity 

Detailed calculations were not generally conducted with respect to pre- and post- earthquake building 
capacity.  If prior knowledge of the building’s capacity did not exist, comparisons were generally 
made to the design lateral load at the time of construction.  However detailed calculations were 
performed if significant repairs or strengthening were required, or if the building was considered 
potentially earthquake prone. 

4.2 Discoveries Resulting from Detailed Evaluations 

One of the critical findings from many detailed evaluations has been the extent of hidden damage, or 
damage that resulted from structural deficiencies that were not detected by the simple level 2 
assessments.  Moreover, differing standards of review will have resulted in differing levels of 
detection of the problems.  The Canterbury Technical Clearinghouse and Canterbury Structural Group 
meetings offered the opportunity for engineers to share their learnings, but client confidentiality and 
lack of engagement of some engineers with this process have undoubtedly contributed to many 
potentially serious issues going un-noticed.  

Several case studies illustrating this are included in a separate paper (Galloway, Hare & Bull, 2011). 

4.3 Recommendations for Detailed Post-Earthquake Evaluations 

The process of conducting detailed structural evaluations following the Darfield earthquake has 
highlighted the need for mandated evaluations beyond the scope of the Rapid Assessments, even for 
buildings that do not have obvious visible damage.  The fact that a building was given a green placard 
may have given many owners a false sense of security, but in reality all that meant was that there was 
no obvious reason to declare it unsafe in the emergency period. 

We recommend that legislation or policy is implemented requiring detailed evaluations to be provided 
for all buildings not exempt from the Earthquake Prone Building legislation, i.e. excluding only 
residential structures unless the building comprises two or more stories and contains 3 or more 
household units.  While it might be possible to develop more detailed filtering criteria to establish 
which buildings require evaluation, this is a pragmatic approach that is reasonably clear to all.  
Reviewing only placarded structures does not address the problem that not all damaged buildings may 
have been subject to evaluation.  Determining the geographic extent of the review is more 
problematic, but can only really be addressed on a case-by-case basis, according to initial damage 
reviews. 

Detailed evaluations require an in-depth knowledge of the structure and as a minimum these 
evaluations should address: 

• building form;  

• a summary of damage sustained including reasons why, and implications for future performance; 
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• estimation of likely capacity;  

• detailed observations (intrusive if structure not visible);  

• summary of repairs required; 

• consideration of hazard to/from neighbouring buildings and structures. 

Given the substantial differences in approach, it may be deemed necessary to subject these reports to 
some form of Peer Review, although a full review process is probably impossible.  Hence it is 
recommended to review only a selection of these evaluations (noting that any consentable work as a 
consequence of the evaluations will be reviewed as a matter of course following the normal BCA 
procedures).  

5 RECOVERY PROCESS 

5.1 CCC Earthquake Prone, Dangerous and Insanitary Buildings Policy, 2010 

On 10 September, 2010 the CCC passed its revised Earthquake Prone, Dangerous and Insanitary 
Buildings Policy, 2010 (CCC EPB Policy).  The primary purpose of the revision was to close a gap 
with respect to the repair of buildings damaged by an earthquake which is covered by Section 2.3.6 of 
the revised policy; 

Section 2.3.6 - Buildings damaged by an earthquake; 

Buildings may suffer damage in a seismic event. Applications for building consent for 
repairs will be required to ensure structural strength. The Council will follow Sections 
2.3.1 and 2.3.3 of this Policy in determining the level of strengthening required for 
each building. 

If a building consent application for repairs is not made and/or repair work is not 
completed within a timeframe that the Council considers reasonable the Council 
reserves the right to serve notice under Section 124(1) of the Building Act 2004 to 
require the work to be done. 

The net result of the revised policy was that damaged buildings considered to be earthquake prone 
would be required to be strengthened with a target of 67% current code.  This initial interpretation of 
the policy was later amended to state that 67% is a ‘target’, acknowledging that 33% is the maximum 
level strictly enforceable under the Building Act.  It should be noted that this policy is not unique 
within New Zealand and a similar approach was adopted by Gisborne District Council following the 
2007 Gisborne Earthquake. 

5.2 Reoccupation of Buildings 

During the State of Emergency, buildings having a green placard were permitted to resume business 
(in some cases a yellow placard allowed resumption of restricted business).  The placards ceased to 
have effect following the lifting of the State of Emergency on 16 September. Buildings having yellow 
or red placards were then technically considered to be ‘dangerous or insanitary buildings’ under the 
Building Act.  As a result, the Territorial Authorities were required to develop a policy to enable the 
reoccupation of these buildings once the relevant hazards had been removed or the building had been 
satisfactorily shored. 

Initially CCC required Chartered Professional Engineers to certify that a building would not collapse 
in a moderate earthquake.  This was not practical in a reasonable timeframe since it essentially 
required detailed calculations to be performed for any building constructed prior to 1976 to prove that 
the building would have a capacity greater than 33% of current code.  Furthermore this approach 
seemed unreasonable given that CCC were willing to accept the risk posed by these buildings before 
the earthquake. 

Following further discussion, a revised document was issued on 18 October, 2010 which provided two 
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options;  

• Immediate strengthening to comply with the revised CCC EPB Policy, or 

• Interim securing to bring the building back to pre-earthquake condition, followed by strengthening 
to comply with the CCC EPB Policy by 4 September 2013 

This is considered a reasonable approach, allowing resumption of business throughout the city, while 
time is provided to comprehensively evaluate buildings and design and construct long term repairs or 
strengthening (if required).  In practice it is yet to be determined whether the interim securing will be 
followed by strengthening in the timeframe proposed.  Given the magnitude of the overall recovery 
and the economic impact on some building owners, this may not be achievable.  It may also be 
questioned whether these buildings should be given a significantly shorter time to compliance than 
other earthquake prone buildings that were not damaged or did not have notices issued. 

5.3 Protection of Heritage Buildings 

In common with previous earthquakes elsewhere, the Darfield earthquake was particularly harmful to 
much of our built heritage.  Although many of the more significant heritage buildings had been at least 
secured, many of the most critically damaged buildings were either lesser listed heritage buildings, or 
at least in the general category of character buildings.  

Many privately owned heritage or character buildings were under-insured, and some owners have 
clearly been deterred from continuing ownership of heritage buildings due to the high cost of repair 
and retrofit, and the negative perceptions on the part of owners and potential tenants with increased 
awareness of seismic risk.  In many cases, owners have sought to demolish buildings, some with the 
support of engineers who have informed them that it will be significantly more costly to repair and 
strengthen than to replace. 

Although it is the authors’ contention that strengthening is only rarely more expensive than 
replacement, that is not addressed in this paper.  However, it is noted that with each continuing 
aftershock, those buildings that had not been at least shored continued to deteriorate at an accelerating 
pace.  In these cases, the owners’ demolition intentions have become self-fulfilling. 

Conversely, the continued good performance of those buildings where shoring or interim securing has 
been installed demonstrates the value of the work.  Some remarkably creative solutions have been 
developed using all manners of materials in order to provide temporary protection.  In some cases this 
has included removal of vulnerable portions of the building so as to protect the element as well as the 
rest of the building. 

5.4 Consenting of Repair Works 

Immediately following the earthquake, securing works were typically of a temporary nature and 
Building or Resource Consents were not required.  Once initial assessments and immediate securing 
works had been completed, permanent repair and strengthening works were designed.  Due to the 
sheer volume of the initial response, consents for these permanent works were generally applied for 
from two to three months after the earthquake. 

Applications for a Building Consent for repair and strengthening works were generally considered by 
CCC as an alteration under Section 112 of the Building Act.  Section 112 requires that the building 
comply, as near as reasonably practical, with the provisions of the Building Code that relate to means 
of escape from fire and to access and facilities for persons with disabilities.  Fire and accessibility 
reports were therefore required to be prepared and submitted as part of a consent application.  

Initially CCC had indicated that consent processing times for earthquake related work would be fast-
tracked, relying on Producer Statements from suitably qualified professionals to determine compliance 
with the Building Code rather than being specifically checked by the Consent Officers.  The notion of 
a five day consent process was widely publicised.  However, the requirement to consider fire and 
accessibility resulted in reviews conducted by the stretched resources of Consent Officers and consent 
times quickly stretched out to exceed the usual statutory 20 day limit.  This was further exacerbated 
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with the heritage buildings, where a Resource Consent may have been required. 

The additional damage that was suffered by many buildings during this period was in some cases 
significant, particularly in some cases where the buildings were left vulnerable to the Boxing Day 
event.  In many cases, damaged buildings remained vacant for a significant duration, with available 
contractor resource wasted as they waited for consents before they could commence recovery work. 

5.5 Exemptions from Building Consent 

Schedule 1 of The Building Act lists building work which is exempt from a Building Consent and was 
amended on 16 September, 2010, under the powers provided by the Canterbury Earthquake Response 
and Recovery Act 2010.   

An exemption from Building Consent was suggested in many instances for repairs to commercial 
buildings in order to avoid delays encountered in obtaining a Consent.  However the schedule of 
exempt work excludes virtually anything other than basic repairs to a residential property. 

In practice, exemptions were accepted by CCC for a wide range of works outside of the scope of 
Schedule 1 of the Act.  Rather exempt work defined in the Schedule was deemed by CCC as permitted 
works without requiring uplift of a Building Consent, or a Building Consent Exemption.  As such, no 
formal record will exist of these exempt works undertaken. 

Producer Statements were often requested to accompany applications for a Building Consent 
Exemption; however it was not clear what these would certify.  For example, minor repairs by epoxy 
injection of cracks or removal of a dangerous item are not certifiable with respect to the Building 
Code.  

In the initial recovery phase it was also widely announced that work done to repair or secure buildings 
could or should be implemented as soon as possible, and would be retrospectively consented under a 
Certificate of Acceptance.  Some of the type of work that commenced early has been subsequently 
required to obtain a full Consent, leaving the earlier work in an ambiguous state with respect to 
consents. 

5.6 Insurance Implications for Strengthening 

Earthquake prone buildings damaged by the earthquake were required to be strengthened in 
accordance with the revised CCC EPB Policy.  Insurance policies for commercial buildings reviewed 
by the authors generally state that cover extends to repair of the building, including such additional 
costs necessary to comply with current regulations.  Subject to individual policy wording, this may 
have been the regulations immediately prior to the event, as opposed to any subsequent revisions. 

Prior to adopting the revised EPB Policy, CCC solicited a favourable legal opinion with regard to their 
ability to enforce the policy.  However the Insurance Council of New Zealand obtained separate legal 
advice which formed a contrary opinion. 

This ongoing  behind the scenes debate protracted the process – some owners held back from consent 
applications, and loss adjusters were careful in some cases to advise owners to investigate both 33% 
and 67% options in case of significant cost differential, which may not in time prove to be covered.  In 
any event, the subsequent CCC interpretation of 67% as a ‘target’ makes it unlikely that any insurers 
will fund improvements significantly greater than 33%.  

5.7 Recommendations for Legislative and Policy Changes to Facilitate the Recovery Process 

a. The Building Act has generally been written around the construction of new buildings, or 
alterations to existing buildings.  Where buildings have been damaged as a result of an 
extreme event, provisions are required to streamline the recovery processes.  
 
Changes to the Building Act should be made to incorporate streamlined consenting processes 
following a significant disaster.  As part of post-disaster recovery legislation, the usual 
requirements to consider fire and accessibility under Section 112 should be removed to 
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facilitate rapid recovery.  A Building Consent requiring structural processing only (and 
therefore certifiable by Producer Statements rather than specific review) would significantly 
improve the speed of the consenting and recovery process. 

b. Repair and strengthening works that do not damage the heritage fabric of a building should be 
permitted to commence during processing of a consent, at the owners risk (with respect to the 
conditions of the consent as granted).   

c. Schedule 1 of the Building Act should be amended to include or better define repair of 
damage sustained in a significant disaster.  These repairs could be limited to repair with like 
for like, and for repairs that do not substantially affect the overall structural behaviour of the 
building.  This would enable damaged items such as unreinforced masonry chimneys, parapets 
and gables, structural steelwork and spalling or cracking of concrete to be repaired to perform 
their original function without needing to follow the consent process. 

d. Building Consent Authorities need to have a clear ruling on the requirements for Building 
Consents and exempt building works.  All structural works being undertaken should be 
formally recorded on BCA files by applying for a Building Consent Exemption if the work 
qualifies as such.  Structural works should not be carried out outside these two mechanisms as 
this will create issues in future with respect to understanding what historic works have been 
carried out on a building.  

e. The Building Act should be amended to include a section on damaged buildings.  This could 
give Building Consent Authorities a clear legal directive to adopt policies as to how damaged 
buildings should be dealt with.  The period of time lost to the negotiation of the proposed CCC 
EPB policy revisions has had a significant effect on the speed of the recovery process. 

f. All TA’s need to consider extending their policies on heritage buildings to allow for the 
possibility of requiring temporary securing or shoring work in the event of an earthquake or 
other disaster of similar impact.  As it is likely that many owners may not be able to afford to 
comply, the TA’s should consider some form of emergency funding, possibly to be 
subsequently recoverable against the value of the property. 
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