Building System Stakeholder
Remediation anc
Communication Profiles

These profiles have been developed to help identify the factors that affect seismic remediation of
buildings in New Zealand. They were developed through a small number of interviews with
personnel working in relevant roles between February and March 2025.

The profiles were created with funding from the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment

and the BRANZ research investment levy.

# MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,
INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT
¥ HIKINA WHAKATUTUKI

Funded from the
ERANZ Building Research Levy

PROPERTY LAWYER

My role is to advise clients on property-related legal matters, including lease negotiation and
contractual issues. | also provide counsel on seismic remediation obligations, helping clients
understand their legal responsibilities and optimise building marketability through compliance.
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My seismic remediation priorities

My interest in remediation includes: e Can be good for improving building

e Advising clients faced with building
strengthening decisions/requirements
e Guiding clients on obligations/risks of

marketability (putting clients in more
favourable market position by
strengthening)

occupancy (including during/after retrofit) e However, strengthening measures might

e Helping clients understand strengthening

consequences, including advising on
typical %NBS levels sought by different
types of tenants.

| believe seismic remediation:
e Can be effective (but building

performance in past events can influence

perceptions of this)

evolve as seismic risk knowledge
progresses (generally effective for present
day, but goalposts might change in future)

¢ Needs to be balanced against cost and
other risks (putting it in context of the
relative benefits)

My role in remediation decisions

| influence:

e Clients (providing legal advice on what is

needed and/or considerations of what
should be done)

Ways we promote risk mitigation

include:

e Removing/mitigating perceived or
actual legal risks (e.g., recommending
remediation to a certain level / action to

reduce risks to put clients in a favourable

position)

Barriers to promoting this include:
e Advisory role only (I can advise clients,
but | am not the decision-maker)

The biggest pressures/demands our
clients face when managing seismic
risk include:

e Organisational resource constraints
(resource constraints, budget pressures)

e Risk appetite and understanding (risk
tolerance and literacy of clients and client
organisations)

e Experience and prioritisation factors
(other priorities, experience of past events)

Other themes:
e Having a measurable metric like %NBS is

very useful for quantifying contractual
rights and obligations in leases

“Having a number to point to is essential when you've got two parties
both with different rights and responsibilities and risks... Without that

number, it's almost impossible to have a meaningful framework to

determine rights and responsibilities, and over a long period of time,

particularly after an earthquake, that might affect the structural

integrity of the building. In other words, having NBS there lets you

compare apples with apples at any given time.”
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| use seismic risk information for:

Building leasing decisions

| advise clients on seismic provisions in
commercial leases and assess landlord/
tenant obligations

I need:
e Seismic risk rating/level (for compliance

and market)
e Life safety risk information
e Methodology/assumptions made in risk

assessment/building rating

Regulatory risk screening

| guide clients through EPB regulations,
interpret statutory obligations, and advise
on compliance timeframes for remediation

I need:
e Legal compliance metric

e Assessment of the building’s seismic risk
in relation to Health & Safety
obligations

Enterprise risk management

| help organisations develop seismic risk
policies

I need:
e Seismic risk rating/level (for compliance

and market)

o Life safety risk information

e Methodology/assumptions made in risk
assessment/building rating

Building acquisition decisions

| support client due diligence and assess the
compliance status of buildings

I need:
e Seismic risk rating/level (for compliance

and market)

e Life safety risk information

e Methodology/assumptions made in risk
assessment/building rating

Building occupancy decisions

| advise clients on occupancy risks and
interpret seismic information for occupier
liability

I need:
e Seismic risk rating/level (for compliance

and market)
o Life safety risk information (including
Health & Safety compliance needs)

Building retrofit decisions

| advise clients on legal strengthening
requirements, occupancy options during/
after remediation, and the lease implications
of retrofit work

I need:
e Key risks to occupants (life safety)

e Mitigation strategy (what level — seismic
rating post-retrofit; timeline for work)
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| communicate seismic risk information to:

Clients (and counterparties if relevant)

Their information needs include:

Understanding practical/legal implications of %NBS ratings,
including effect on building leasing/insurance cover

Legal obligations (e.g., strengthening EPBs; HSWA; contractual
responsibilities)

Contextualising of seismic building risk with other risks (risk
appetite).

Contextualising of economic trade-offs in commercial decisions
(e.g., building 50%NBS, but reflected through lower rent)

They use this information for:

Lease navigation/negotiation (ongoing or new)

Navigating new seismic assessment report/EPB obligations,
including helping clients think about making decisions related to
occupancy, commercial decisions, remediation, etc.

What works well:

%NBS a useful reference point providing current point of
comparison for seismic performance discussions
%NBS is useful for contracts because it is quantifiable

What can be challenging:

Limited understanding and comprehension of risk (perceptions of
risk; literacy/understanding of risk; dealing with/ understanding
uncertainty)

Inconsistency in seismic engineering reports

Client liability concerns for occupying “lower” rated buildings,
informing decision-making

Explaining complex strengthening information to clients and
demonstrating benefits of options
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Building System Stakeholder

Remediation and
Communication Profiles

These profiles have been developed to help identify the factors that affect seismic remediation of
buildings in New Zealand. They were developed through a small number of interviews with
personnel working in relevant roles between February and March 2025.

The profiles were created with funding from the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment

and the BRANZ research investment levy.

# MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,
INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT
¥ HIKINA WHAKATUTUKI

Funded from the
ERANZ Building Research Levy

PROPERTY FINANCE LENDER
(BANKING)

My role at the bank is to evaluate lending opportunities for property investments and
developments across primarily urban and provincial areas of the country. | assess the risks and
value of buildings as security for loans, with seismic risk being a key consideration in this process.

Y JOINT
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rgs DISASTER
Resilience RESEARCH

& Risk Experts
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My seismic remediation priorities

My interest in remediation includes:

¢ All buildings we have lending against
(especially those with higher seismic risk
and/or are individual assets rather than
buildings within a portfolio)

¢ Protecting bank security (ensuring the
saleability of assets)

¢ Reducing property loss/damage and
continued building function (maintaining
revenue stream for loan servicing, where
insurance can't/won’t cover losses; my
primary interest as a lender is the asset)

e Risk evaluation by seismic risk area
(generally greater concern for lower-rated
buildings in areas of high seismic risk)

| believe seismic remediation:

e Improves building liquidity (better
enabling enforcement of bank’s security if
necessary)

¢ Improves tenantability (more attractive in
market, increasing likelihood of income)

e Higher %NBS ratings reduce concerns of
above factors (preference for 67%NBS and
above as general guide; lower rating might
create greater more lending
restrictions/conditions)

My role in remediation decisions

| influence:

e Borrowers (prospective) (by providing
loans for building acquisition)

e Borrowers (current) (by requiring risk
mitigation plan to continue loan funding,
where buildings identified as EPB)

Ways we promote risk mitigation
include:

¢ Lending / continued lending for higher
rated buildings (e.g., loans unlikely to be
provided if the bank isn't comfortable with
seismic remediation plans for remediation
of higher-risk buildings, or if clients are
disinterested in this)

¢ Lending for remediation (providing
access to funding to complete
strengthening works)

Barriers to promoting this include:

¢ Limited direct financial incentives (e.g.,
no reduced interest rates for strengthened
to higher ratings, for buildings with existing
loans)

¢ Conflicting demands between legislative
timeframes and lending requirements
(regulatory deadlines may allow several
years for remediation, while banks
generally require more immediate action —
leading to potential complications for
owners who are compliant with regulation
but may face lending constraints)

The biggest pressures/demands | face
when managing seismic risk include:

e Managing risk and asset security
(balancing acceptable lending risk and
preserving building security)

“We don't have a set of rules that everybody
must adhere to, because all customers are
different. But... in general, a guideline for...

looking at a building to take a security to
lend against... ideally, the NBS rating would
be greater than 67 percent... if it's less, that's
where judgement starts to kick in.”
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| use seismic risk information for:

Lending decisions for building

acquisition

| decide whether to provide lending for
borrowers to acquire buildings (or the
conditions to apply to lending), including
consideration of a building’s seismic risk
profile.

| need:

e Information related to the potential for
building damage/loss of function (a
metric to apply for provision of
insurance coverage)

e Building characteristics (e.g., age,
construction materials, seismic risk area,
heritage)

e If less than 67%NBS — work required to
get it to that level or above; cost of
those works; plan to carry out these
works (e.g., timeframe, funding plan)

e The higher the value of a building (and
the lower rated it is), the more detailed
information of its seismic risk profile |
need

e Proof of building insurability (certificate
of currency from insurers)

Regulatory risk screening

| require owners with existing lending to
notify us if their building is subsequently
identified as earthquake-prone (and a plan
of action on how they plan to mitigate this
risk).

I need:

e Information related to the potential for
building damage/loss of function (a
metric to apply for provision of
insurance coverage)

e Building characteristics (e.g., age,
construction materials, seismic risk area,
heritage)

e If less than 67%NBS — work required to
get it to that level or above; cost of
those works; plan to carry out these
works (e.g., timeframe, funding plan)

e The higher the value of a building (and
lower rated it is), the more detailed
information of its seismic risk profile |
want

e Proof of building insurability (certificate
of currency from insurers)

Building retrofit lending decisions

| provide lending to owners for undertaking
seismic retrofit of their buildings, including
EPBs and non-EPBs.

| need:

e The building’s current and target seismic
rating (%NBS)

e Costing of work (QS may be required if
large project)

e Professional advice and reporting about
retrofit work

e Certification of completed work from
engineering professionals
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Building System Stakeholder
Remediation anc
Communication Profiles

These profiles have been developed to help identify the factors that affect seismic remediation of
buildings in New Zealand. They were developed through a small number of interviews with
personnel working in relevant roles between February and March 2025.

The profiles were created with funding from the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment

and the BRANZ research investment levy.

# MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,
INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT
¥ HIKINA WHAKATUTUKI

Funded from the
ERANZ Building Research Levy

PRIVATE INSURANCE PROVIDER

My role is to determine insurance terms, rates, and coverage for a range of commercial buildings
across the country. | manage property insurance and make decisions about earthquake coverage

and policy restrictions based on seismic building risk information.
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My seismic remediation priorities

| believe seismic remediation:

My interest in remediation includes:

Reducing our exposure to loss/damage
(my primary interest as an insurer is the
asset itself)

Reducing our exposure to business
interruption losses from clients

Can be economically beneficial
(including reducing financial implications
for insurance companies, and post-event
cascading national economic implications)
Is important for national resilience
(helps to improve NZ's standing with
international reinsurers)

My role in remediation decisions

The biggest pressures/demands |

| influence:

Building owners seeking insurance (by
providing coverage or not, and setting
rates based (in part) on seismic risk)

Ways we promote risk mitigation
include:

Providing greater access to coverage
with higher seismic ratings (67%NBS
and above is generally favoured)
Potentially lowering commercial
building premiums for reduced seismic
risk (incentivising higher %NBS ratings)
Potentially reducing excesses for
reduced seismic risk (lower excesses may
be offered on case-by-case basis,
particularly where older, high-risk
buildings are strengthened)

Continuing earthquake coverage
(earthquake coverage restrictions /
exclusions may apply to higher risk
buildings)

Providing access to post-remediation
insurance coverage (for uninsured
properties)

face when managing seismic risk
include:

Risk tolerance of our organisation
(balancing coverage with exposure to
events)

Risk literacy of clients (some clients can
find it difficult to understand our reasoning
for making insurance coverage decisions in
relation to seismic risk)

Budget pressures (insurance company
and client organisations)

Personal experience of past events
(influences risk perception of the
organisation)

“We use [%NBS] all the time and
understand it pretty clearly... The issue that
we have as an insurance industry is it more
defines what the risk to human life is rather

than what the outcomes are to a building.

So... we use it more as a guide rather than a
hard rule on how we do stuff”.
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| use seismic risk information for:

Provision of insurance

| decide whether to provide coverage for a building by understanding the seismic
risk of a building, making risk-based decisions around insurance coverage levels,
policy restrictions, and set levels/pricing for policy excess/premiums.

I need:

¢ Information related to the potential for building damage/loss of function (i.e.,
a metric to apply for provision of insurance coverage)

e Building characteristic information (e.g., age, construction make, seismic risk
area, secondary hazards, etc.)

| communicate seismic risk information to:

Clients (Building Owners /
Tenants)
They use seismic risk information for:
Their information needs include: e Engaging with clients about insurance
e Why their insurance is structured in a policies
particular way based on seismic risk
e How strengthening may improve policy What works well:
conditions e Generally, understanding of seismic risk
is better understood by brokers in areas
They use this information for: of high seismic risk (higher degree of
e Understanding cost/coverage engagement)
implications
¢ Decision-making about remediation What can be challenging:
e Generally, understanding of seismic risk
What can be challenging: is less understood by brokers in areas
e Clients can make property decisions of low seismic risk (less engagement in
without adequately understanding the the system)
seismic risk implications and then

encounter problems when later trying
to obtain insurance (i.e, | can have a
more detailed understanding of a
building’s risk than what clients
perceive)
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Building System Stakeholder
Remediation anc
Communication Profiles

These profiles have been developed to help identify the factors that affect seismic remediation of
buildings in New Zealand. They were developed through a small number of interviews with
personnel working in relevant roles between February and March 2025.

The profiles were created with funding from the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment

and the BRANZ research investment levy.

# MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,
INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT
¥ HIKINA WHAKATUTUKI

Funded from the
ERANZ Building Research Levy

REAL ESTATE AGENT

My role is to facilitate the sale, purchase, and leasing of buildings, and to provide advisory services
to clients, including related to seismic risk information.

Y JOINT
€S CENTRE
rgs DISASTER
Resilience RESEARCH

& Risk Experts
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My seismic remediation priorities

My interest in remediation includes: e Attracts/maintains tenants (higher ratings
o Ensuring the commercial viability of attract more premium tenants)
buildings for clients (buildings meeting e Improves commercial viability (I assist
market/industry standards for sale/leasing clients to see beyond just the cost of
to different owner and tenant groups) strengthening and focus on the
commercial benefits)
| believe seismic remediation: e Mitigates life safety concerns (important
¢ Enhances market value of properties for building occupants and Boards)

(access to wider market for owners and
tenants; maintains or increases property
value)

My role in remediation decisions

| influence: Barriers to promoting this include:

¢ Building owners/landlords (market ¢ Influenced by market demand (high
opportunities/commercial implications of market demand means low supply and
remediation) presents fewer property options for clients)

¢ Tenants (understanding organisational )
The biggest pressures/demands

clients face when managing seismic
Ways we might promote risk risk include:

mitigation include:

needs and matching to properties)

¢ Risk appetite and understanding

e Providing advisory services (variance in seismic risk tolerance / literacy
(communicating commercial of client organisations)
implications/benefits of strengthening) ¢ Organisational resource constraints

* Facilitating transactions (connecting (budget pressures / resource constraints)

owners with tenants based on seismic
requirements and preferences)

“I've never met a property owner that said,
‘I'm going to upgrade my building from 50
to 80%NBS because I'm worried about the
life safety risk’. It's purely a commercial
decision. That's not to say they’'re not
worried about life safety risk, but it's not
the primary [focus].”
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Building System Stakeholder Remediation and Communication Profiles

| use seismic risk information for:

Building occupancy decisions (for Building acquisition/leasing

clients) decisions (linked with retrofit
decisions)

| assist clients in building occupancy

decisions based on %NBS ratings and/or | advise owners/prospective purchasers on

existing client organisation policies property marketability and match clients
with appropriate properties that meet their

I need: specific needs, potential lending / insurance

e  %NBS rating and context (e.g., ISA or requirements, and the commercial viability

DSA, assessment methodology used) of strengthening (e.g., cost vs building
e Specific building vulnerabilities value)

(organisation-dependent)

| need:

e  %NBS rating (including preferences by
Property marketing different tenants/purchase groups) and

context (e.g., ISA or DSA, assessment

| contextualise the marketability of buildings methodology used)

based on seismic risk e Specific building vulnerabilities
(organisation-dependent)

e Remediation plans (where relevant)

I need:
e Compliance with regulations e Understanding of commercial benefits
e Market preferences of seismic ratings of strengthening, beyond just

for different users strengthening costs

Advice on insurance

| advise on potential insurance requirements

I need:
e  %NBS rating
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| communicate seismic risk information to:

Building owners/landlords

(and purchasers)

Their information needs include:

e  %NBS rating

e What a rating means

e Overview of building risks (and
commercial implications)

They use this information for:

e Decision-making regarding their
organisational needs (e.g., minimum
viable occupation; marketable to
desired tenants)

What works well:

e Presenting complex information in a
simplified way

e Providing context for practical terms of
/market perceptions of %NBS ratings

What can be challenging:
e Inconsistency in assessment reports

e Fear of liability (HSWA)

e Risk understanding/comprehension
(risk perceptions; risk
literacy/understanding; understanding
technical jargon) (e.g., boards setting
‘arbitrary’ %NBS thresholds)

Their information needs include:
e  %NBS rating — what it means for life

safety/lease requirements

They use this information for:

e Decision-making regarding their
organisational needs (e.g., minimum
viable occupation)

What works well:

e Presenting complex information in a
simplified way

e Providing context for practical terms of/
market perceptions of %NBS ratings

What can be challenging:

e Inconsistency in assessment reports

e Fear of liability (HSWA)

e Risk understanding/comprehension
(risk perceptions; risk
literacy/understanding; understanding
technical jargon) (e.g., linking %NBS to
safety; high rating as elimination of
risks, i.e., 100%; boards setting arbitrary
%NBS thresholds)
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Building System Stakeholder
Remediation anc
Communication Profiles

These profiles have been developed to help identify the factors that affect seismic remediation of
buildings in New Zealand. They were developed through a small number of interviews with
personnel working in relevant roles between February and March 2025.

The profiles were created with funding from the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment

and the BRANZ research investment levy.

MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,
a:td | INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT
U HIKINA WHAKATUTUKI

Funded from the
ERANZ Building Research Levy

PUBLIC ORGANISATION TENANT

My role is to manage a range of leased properties across the country within a public organisation
that provides essential services. This includes decision-making related to managing seismic risk in

our property portfolio.

Y JOINT
€S CENTRE
rgs DISASTER
Resilience RESEARCH

& Risk Experts
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My seismic remediation priorities

My interest in remediation includes:

¢ Mitigating life safety risk (protecting staff

and occupants)

e Continued building function (continuity
of services, particularly post-EQ essential
services)

e Compliance with regulatory
requirements (making buildings not EPB)

| believe seismic remediation:

e May reduce disruption from needing to

relocate (and associated costs)

e Can remove compliance burden to enable

focus on other priorities (meeting seismic
strengthening requirements increase ability
to focus on other strategic priorities)

My role in remediation decisions

| influence:

¢ Building owners (signing/renewing lease
only if building compliant/meets
organisational requirements)

Ways we promote risk mitigation
include:

¢ Long-term lease commitments
(providing certainty of premium
government organisation tenancy)

Barriers to promoting this include:

e Balancing life safety risk against risk of
disrupting critical services (harm from
disrupting important services may
outweigh risks of occupying buildings with
seismic vulnerabilities)

The biggest pressures/demands |

face when managing seismic risk
include:

e Budget pressures (limited funds to
remediate buildings while also managing
other costs)

e Public accountability (ensuring
responsible spending of taxpayer money)

e Other priorities (balancing remediation
needs with ongoing continuity of crucial
services)

“We dangled a new long-term lease in
front of the building owner... We sat down
and engaged really openly and honestly
with the building owner. We said, "hey,
look, we feel your pain, we know it's an
expensive exercise to remediate the
building. But look, if you remediate this
building, we're happy to sign a [multi-
year] lease extension”.
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Building System Stakeholder Remediation and Communication Profiles

| use seismic risk information for:

Building occupancy decisions

| evaluate the seismic risk of buildings to
determine occupancy.

I need:
e Risk to life safety
e Risk to continuity of critical services

Building leasing decisions

| sign up to/negotiate lease conditions for
tenanting buildings

| need:

e Risk to life safety

e Risk of potential disruption/inability to
continue critical services post-
earthquake

Regulatory risk screening

| understand the seismic risk of buildings in
the organisation’s portfolio and associated
legal obligations/implications.

| need:
e Legal obligations and action necessary

to satisfy these

Building retrofit decisions

| determine the desired retrofit level of
buildings for occupation.

| need:
e Impacts on / potential disruption to

critical services

Enterprise risk management

| maintain oversight of seismic risk among
the buildings my organisation tenants, and
identify buildings that may cause issues
(e.g., EPBs).

I need:
e Risk to impacts on operational
continuity and life safety
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Building System Stakeholder Remediation and Communication Profiles

| communicate seismic risk information to:

Building users

(including staff/occupants)

Their information needs include:

e Risk to life safety

e Mitigation measures taken/being taken
to reduce life safety risk to them

Senior leadership/boards

Their information needs include:

e Risk to life safety

e Strategic implications of mitigation
options/decisions

They use this information for:
e Become informed about existing risks
and understand subsequent action

They use this information for:

e Assessing regulatory compliance

e Managing risk, both for buildings and
the organisation

What works well:
¢ Involving engineers in risk assessment

conversations, to facilitate any Q&A

What can be challenging:

e Risk understanding and comprehension
(varied perceptions, literacy, and
understanding of seismic risk)

What works well:

e (Clear summaries of key information
related to the consequences of taking
certain action — or not — which include
relevant engineering and legal advice,
alongside mitigation options

Building owners/landlords

What can be challenging:
e Fear of liability (e.g., decisions often
driven by Health & Safety liability

concerns)

They use seismic risk information for:
e Considering and making decisions
about remediation

What works well:
e Communicating the business

case/benefits for undertaking seismic
remediation

What can be challenging:
e Can be varied interest in engaging
with/producing seismic risk building

assessment

Page 18



Building System Stakeholder
Remediation anc
Communication Profiles

These profiles have been developed to help identify the factors that affect seismic remediation of
buildings in New Zealand. They were developed through a small number of interviews with
personnel working in relevant roles between February and March 2025.

The profiles were created with funding from the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment

and the BRANZ research investment levy.

# MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,
INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT
¥ HIKINA WHAKATUTUKI

Funded from the
ERANZ Building Research Levy

RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY TENANT

| rent a residential unit in an urban area, typically within a multi-storey building or other buildings
that fall within the earthquake-prone building regime. I'm primarily concerned about my safety,
and have limited control over the structural aspects of the building I live in.

Y JOINT
€S CENTRE
rgs DISASTER
Resilience RESEARCH

& Risk Experts
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My seismic remediation priorities

My interest in remediation includes:

¢ Improving life safety (ensuring the safety
of me and other tenants)

¢ Reducing damage (maintaining use of my
house)

| believe seismic remediation:

Is necessary to improve safety (it makes
me feel safer in my home)

Is generally effective (I trust in engineers
and other professionals)

My role in remediation decisions

linfluence: Other themes:

¢ Landlords/property managers (deciding .
to lease a property or not)

e Friends and family/other tenants
(sharing experiences and understandings of

seismic risk)

Barriers to promoting seismic risk .
mitigation include:

e Tenant-Landlord power dynamic (my
ability to promote remediation is
influenced by rental supply and demand
trends)

The biggest pressures/demands |
face when managing seismic risk
include:

¢ Risk tolerance of individuals (balancing
risk with the need for housing)

e Limited housing options (supply issues)

e Communication challenges (difficulty
obtaining seismic risk information from
landlords)

| don't often engage with or have
experience using %NBS

I would like better access to simple
information about the life safety risk from
buildings and what it means for me

If information is too technical, it can make
conversations about seismic building risk
inaccessible to me

From a landlord point of view, like, they
immediately feel, ‘Oh, is [the tenant] gonna
complain [if the] building's not up to the
standard?’ ... instead of thinking, ‘oh, there
is an actual risk to life and property?””.
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Building System Stakeholder Remediation and Communication Profiles

| use seismic risk information for:

Building leasing decisions

| decide whether to sign onto and/or renew a lease based on the
seismic risk of a building and try to avoid future rental properties that
are high seismic risk (or be aware of this risk, if they are).

I need:

e Simple, non-technical descriptions of seismic risk (primarily life
safety)

e Access to informally-source expertise who have experience dealing
with seismic risk (e.g., colleagues, friends, family) to get risk
information or ask questions | have

| communicate seismic risk information to:

Landlords/Property manager

Their information needs include:
e | need to know from landlords/property managers the seismic
safety of the property

What can be challenging:

e Seismic risk information about my building is not readily available/
accessible from my landlord

e My landlord might be concerned about complaints being raised
about the building’s safety level by my asking for this information
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Building System Stakeholder

Remediation and
Communication Profiles

These profiles have been developed to help identify the factors that affect seismic remediation of
buildings in New Zealand. They were developed through a small number of interviews with
personnel working in relevant roles between February and March 2025.

The profiles were created with funding from the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment

and the BRANZ research investment levy.

MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,
a:td | INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT
R HIKINA WHAKATUTUKI

Funded from the
ERANZ Building Research Levy

PROFESSIONAL TECHNICAL
SERVICE PROVIDER

My role is to provide specialist technical expertise to building projects primarily in urban and
provincial areas across the country, including in relation to seismic risk management (i.e.,
architecture, project management, construction finances). | often serve as an intermediary between

engineering professionals and clients / building owners.

Y JOINT
€S CENTRE
rgs DISASTER
Resilience RESEARCH

& Risk Experts
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My seismic remediation priorities

My interest in remediation includes:

¢ Providing and actioning remediation

guidance, tailored to client needs
and priorities (balancing technical
requirements, cost-effectiveness, and
preservation considerations while
translating complex information into
actionable remediation solutions)

e Interest in maintaining / integrating

building aesthetic / preserving heritage
elements into retrofit, where possible
(e.g., architects)

e Interest in project implementation and

delivery, including economic viability
and practicality (e.g., project
managers/quantity surveyors)

| believe seismic remediation:

Is effective but not often optimised
(remediation can be effective at
improving safety, but solutions can be
over-engineered and expensive)

Is often driven more by client fear
than understanding (clients can make
decisions based on fear rather than a
clear comprehension of risk and what
is being improved with remediation)
Is a market differentiator (it can
create significant value by enhancing
building marketability to attract
tenants/buyers)

Reflects my professional reputation
(successful projects improve my
organisation’s industry reputation)

My role in remediation decisions

| influence:

Clients (Owners; Tenants) (advising on
approaches and benefits of each)
(planning and decision-making stages)
Engineers — advocating for appropriate,
cost-effective, functional and practical
measures (design and implementation
stages)

Ways we promote risk mitigation
include:

Providing thoughtful planning (advising
on solutions that are practical and cost-
effective, relative to the actual risk)
Providing detailed client briefings
(facilitating discussions around expected
performance of building elements and
serviceability)

Barriers to promoting this include:

Advisory role only (not decision-
makers)

Fatigue of requirements (some
owners struggle with path forward and
reject risk)

The biggest pressures/demands | face
when managing seismic risk include:

Client organisation resource
constraints (budget pressures; resource
constraints)

Varied risk appetite and literacy
(organisations and individuals)
Regulatory requirements (clients
meeting compliance standards)

Legal and reputational concerns
(client liability; organisational
reputation)
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| use seismic risk information for:

Supporting building retrofit

decisions

Supporting building occupancy
decisions

| translate technical seismic assessments into
practical plans / design solutions.

| advise on appropriate strengthening levels
(including cost implications).

| balance retrofit design options with
regulatory compliance and practicality.

| need:
e Detailed seismic assessment information

regarding life safety risk (and damage
limitation / functionality, particularly for
some larger, premium clients)

e Remediation options with costs,
implementation requirements, and
commentary on life safety, serviceability,
and the ability to repair damage post-
event

e Design implications

e Cost-benefit for different strengthening
approaches

“There seems to be, perhaps understandably, a real
aversion to risk in relation to human life... but | do
wonder whether that gets out of proportion in
relation to the amount of money going into
strengthening buildings, or choosing to demolish
buildings, considering the relative low loss of life or
personal injury compared to the costs of those
remediations or the cost of losing, probably
relatively good buildings.”

| interpret seismic risk assessment
information to inform clients about
occupancy decisions.

| assess building suitability for intended
client use based on seismic performance.

I need:
e Detailed information on key building

vulnerabilities and implications for life
safety

e Occupancy risk assessments

e Impacts on spatial planning/operational
requirements of the client organisation

Supporting building acquisition

decisions

| analyse occupancy risk/retrofit options (and
costs) to inform client acquisition decisions.

I need:
e Detailed information about building

condition/seismic performance

e Potential retrofit options, including costs
and requirements for implementation

e Client planning and future-use
considerations of buildings
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| communicate seismic risk information to:

Clients (Building owners/tenants)

Their information needs include:

e Primarily risk to life safety (non-technical
/simple descriptions) (primary focus of
occupants)

e Property damage reduction/building
function (client/building-dependent —
includes business continuity information
and repairability information) (most like the
idea, but many struggle to understand, ie.,
associate high %NBS rating with this)

e Cost implications of approaches balanced
against material risk reduction value

They use this information for:

e Making informed decisions about their
options (e.g., occupancy, remediation,
acquisition)

¢ Communicating risk information/
remediation plans to staff/occupants/
public

e Post-event planning and decision-making

What works well:

e Contextualising risk (e.g., risk comparisons;
practical examples/stories; visualisation of
effect on building from retrofit options)

e Commentary from engineers
contextualising seismic risk against other
risks

What can be challenging:

¢ Client decisions driven by limited
understanding of risk and/or fear of
liability

e Inconsistency in seismic engineering
reports, including changes in assessment
results following updates to (non-
regulatory) assessment guidelines /
standards (etc.) (causes confusion)

e Explaining complex strengthening
information to clients and demonstrating
benefits of options

o Life safety discussions highly emotive

Engineering professionals

Their information needs include:

e Seismic risk assessment of buildings (i.e.
engineers provide this information to us)

e Needs of clients (e.g., use of building,
desired performance)

They use this information for:

e Advising clients (e.g., engineering
solutions for remediation, risk to
occupants from building and key
elements).

e Working with us to revise engineering
solutions as necessary

What works well:

e  Generally consistent application of well-
understood measures and tools for
building assessment (including seismic
ratings)

e Using robust engineering peer-review
processes

What can be challenging:

e Working to get engineers to revise
approaches where needed (e.g.,
impractical/conservative/costly solutions)

e Variance in capability of engineers to
effectively communicate technical
information in non-technical way

e Lack of guidance for engineers to answer
guestions that users commonly want to
know answers to (e.g., “Is my building
safe?")
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Building Owner Remediation
and Communication Profiles

These profiles have been developed to help identify the factors that affect seismic remediation of
buildings in New Zealand. They were developed through a small number of interviews with
personnel working in relevant roles between February and March 2025.

The profiles were created with funding from the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment
and the BRANZ research investment levy.

% MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,
INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT

¥ HIKINA WHAKATUTUKI

Funded from the
Branz DUilding Research Levy

LARGE PRIVATE ORGANISATION
OWNER-OCCUPIER

My organisation owns and occupies a diverse portfolio of properties (including commercial,
industrial, residential, and community buildings) across the country, including a mixture of
heritage and non-heritage buildings. The uses for our buildings include both critical and non-
critical services, and they are occupied by a mixture of more vulnerable and less vulnerable

users.

3 JOINT
€S CENTRE
rgs DISASTER
Resilience RESEARCH

& Risk Experts
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My remediation perspectives

| think the greatest benefits of
seismic remediation are;:

Safety and wellbeing of people (improve
building occupant safety; improve
wellbeing of staff in buildings)

Regulatory compliance and risk rating
(increase the %NBS rating of buildings, lift
existing EPB stickers)

Post-earthquake performance and
resilience (increased certainty of how
buildings should perform in an earthquake;
reduced building downtime following an
earthquake)

My main drivers for remediation:

My remediation decision

Meeting regulatory requirements in
the Building Act (addressing & removing
legal EPB requirements)

| determine the level to remediate

a

building by:
Aiming to have a higher seismic rating
where appropriate (generally a desire for
67%NBS+)

Balancing strengthening with
operational continuity (selecting %NBS
levels that maximise life safety
improvements while minimising disruption
to services)

Considering strategic plans for buildings
(potentially remediate to higher levels if
intentions for long-term use of a building;
potential alternative plans if there is a
lesser need or desire to retain a building)

Complying with regulatory requirements
(i.e., above EPB threshold)

Cost considerations (whether
remediation is economic)

Feasibility (practicality of work;
consideration of future building need/use
in context of business needs)

Secondary considerations (benefits;
confidence in engineers/contractors)

| believe seismic remediation:

Is generally effective for improving safety
in existing buildings; however, this can vary
and is influenced by trust in engineers and
some perceptions of “over-engineered”
remediation options

Can be expensive without adding any
value to a building or 'futureproofing’ its
use (perception of a lot of cost for
potentially little benefit beyond occupation
of a building)

process

Balancing practical implementation with
cost and access to funding (identifying
the %NBS level that delivers optimal value
for money; and/or factoring in what
funding is available to complete
remediation (particularly for non-profit
organisations))

The information | use to determine

my remediation decisions includes:

Safety and risk reduction (impact on life
safety risk)

Economic and business impacts (cost to
retrofit; insurability of a property; likely
business interruption if a building is
unusable after an earthquake; the
desire/need to retain a building; availability
of funding for remediation)
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My biggest barriers to remediation:

Cost (including access to funding for non-
profits/charities)

Practical implementation barriers
(availability of contractors to complete
work; disruption to operations/business
and logistics of staging, implementation
challenges beyond engineering advice)

Confidence in implementation and
outcomes (access to good engineering
advice; trust in outcomes and/or benefits)

Fear of future regulation changes (e.g.,
future assessment producing lower rating,
triggering remediation needs)

Contextual factors

Other pressures/demands when
managing seismic risk:

Organisational resource constraints
(budget and/or funding pressures; resource
constraints)

Risk appetite and understanding (risk
literacy/tolerance of organisations and
individuals; expectations from community
relative to cost and practicality for
remediation)

Regulatory requirements (meeting
legislative deadlines; concern of future
code changes and/or change in building
ratings)

Remediation would be easier with:

¢ Financial support
o Grants/other funding access,
particularly for non-profit/charity
organisations (extremely limited or
prohibitively expensive funding
streams for strengthening; challenges
obtaining/paying back loans)

o Support for heritage buildings
(particularly where community
value/interest in preserving)

¢ Regulatory support
o Dedicated consenting pathways for
seismic strengthening (enable

strengthening without triggering other

work, e.g., fire safety/accessibility;
modifying ‘change of use’
strengthening requirements)

“I don't think [our organisation], with its long-
term vision, would ever go to the bare
minimum... [we] value those properties and
they feature strongly on the balance sheet...
[as] a long-term property owner... [we] want
buildings that will last”.

“[We asked] can we actually achieve 67
percent... and keep the business running? The
answer was no — we’d have to close [the
building]. But then... what if we can get it to
50 percent — can we keep the business
running? The answer was yes. So one leads to
the other.”
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Building Owner Remediation and Communication Profiles

| use seismic risk information for:

Building retrofit decisions

| evaluate the cost-benefit and practicality
of different retrofit options.

I need:

e Level of disruption to
operations/building users during
retrofit

e Cost of retrofit work, including
evaluation of cost-benefit for different
strengthening levels

e Information to consider whether retrofit
is the only / best option for the
business

Building occupancy decisions

| check that organisational requirements
for occupancy are met.

I need:
o Life safety rating

Enterprise risk management

| maintain oversight of seismic risk among
buildings within the organisation, and
identify buildings that may cause issues
(e.g., EPBs).

| need:

e Risk to life safety

e Potential impact on businesses post-
event

Regulatory risk screening

| identify any compliance obligations with
regulatory requirements (Building Act;
Health & Safety) and advise potential
action to address this.

| need:
e %NBS building rating

Provision of insurance

| keep insurers informed of seismic building
risk to obtain/maintain coverage.

| need:
e Seismic performance rating

Property marketing

| market building performance to different
clients and users of our buildings (where
relevant).

I need:
e Life safety rating




| communicate seismic risk information to:

Boards/Executive Leadership

Their information needs include:

e Umbrella view of building risk,
including life safety and potential
consequences for business operations

They use this information for:

e Strategic decision-making for asset
management and planning

e Governance and risk oversight

e Meeting regulatory obligations for the
organisation

What works well:

e Summary of key information, in plain
language

¢ Involving engineers to explain concepts

What can be challenging:

e Varied comprehension/understanding
of seismic risk

e Explaining potential inconsistencies in
seismic ratings from different
engineering reports

e Decisions are driven by legal
responsibilities and duties, which may
lead to more risk-averse decisions

e (For non-profits) Making decisions in
the context of no commercial income
and no available funding to address
unacceptable seismic risk

Building occupants/users (non-

staff)

Their information needs include:
¢ Risk to them/their safety (and of other
users)

They use this information for:

e Becoming informed of existing risks

e Understanding safety and making
decisions about occupancy based on
this information

e Understanding needs and options for
remediation and occupancy

What works well:

e Simple explanations of life safety risk
and what it means for them / their use
of buildings

What can be challenging:
e Varied comprehension/understanding
of seismic risk
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Organisation employees

Their information needs include:

e Risk to users/occupiers around their
safety and business operations
(potential impact on this)

They use this information for:

e Understanding decisions that have
been made (risk mitigation, occupancy,
retrofit, etc) and why

e Communicating with other staff and
building users

e Communicating and making
recommendations to Boards

What works well:
e Contextual communications which

account for the main issues and are
framed to suit the capabilities of end
users' needs / level of understanding

What can be challenging:

e Varied comprehension/understanding
of seismic risk

e Explaining potential inconsistencies in
seismic ratings from different
engineering reports
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Building Owner Remediation
and Communication Profiles

These profiles have been developed to help identify the factors that affect seismic remediation of
buildings in New Zealand. They were developed through a small number of interviews with
personnel working in relevant roles between February and March 2025.

The profiles were created with funding from the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment
and the BRANZ research investment levy.

¥ v ¥ MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,
a i"d INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT
¥ HIl UKI

ST, HIKINA WHAKATUT!

Funded from the
Branz DUilding Research Levy

SMALL PRIVATE ORGANISATION
OWNER-OCCUPIER

| operate a small business from an earthquake-prone heritage building that | own and occupy.
| need to balance managing the remediation process while also operating my business.

3 JOINT
€S CENTRE
rgs DISASTER
RESEARCH
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My remediation perspectives

My main drivers for remediation:

| think the greatest benefits of
seismic remediation are;:

Improved safety (for building occupants
and those outside)

Continued operation of my business
Commercial & property value benefits
(Improving confidence in building
insurability; maintaining property value;
having the bank recognise my equity)

Realising the benefits (as previous)
Complying with the Building Act (EPB
requirements)

Financial incentives (e.g., heritage grants)
Reducing business disruption risk
(peace of mind for continuing operations)

My remediation decision process

| determine the level to remediate a
building by:

Meeting regulatory requirements
(>34%NBS)

Trying to meet / get as close as practicable
to industry preferences for seismic ratings
(e.g., 67% NBS preferred by insurance/banks)
Evaluating the cost-benefit of remediating to
higher %NBS levels, and considering what
level is most economical relative to the
actual risk it mitigates

The information | use to determine
my remediation decisions includes:

Impacts to potential business disruption
(functionality)

Life safety impacts

Insurability of my building

Retrofit costs

Construction timeline (including any
potential disruption to my business)

My biggest barriers to remediation
are:

Cost (total expense required, challenges
obtaining funds in one go, rather than staged
over time)

Stress associated with the process
(personal commitment while operating a
small business)

Concerns of future regulation changes
(i.e., the potential for more strengthening
work required in the future if my building
rating / regulatory requirements change)
Practical implementation barriers
(disruption in normal life; availability of
contractors to complete work)

Remediation would be easier with:

Financial support (e.g., even modest
heritage grants are a real motivator; tax-
rebate/exemption to recognise retrofit work)
Regulatory streamlining (current system
complex, time-consuming and difficult to
manage while running my business)
Opportunities to enhance benefits
(combining renovations/improvements with
strengthening to manage costs and efficiency)
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Contextual factors

Other pressure/demand when

managing seismic risk:

¢ Regulatory requirements (EPB
regulations; consenting processes for

structural work may trigger other building
work requirements)

“[The heritage grant] was helpful and I'd
say it kind of motivated me... it wasn't a
huge part of it, but it was enough to go,
‘Yeah, this is cool, this is an incentive,
let’s get things going'...
| think it's worth revisiting [the grant]
because... you spend money, but you get
money back... [Now] I'm not gonna do
[strengthening] this year like | would
have done if the funding was there”.

| use seismic risk information for:

Building retrofit decisions

| evaluate retrofit options to identify an
approach that is both feasible and
economical for my business.

I need

e Options for retrofitting to different
seismic rating levels and the cost-
benefit of these

e Cost of retrofit options (and available
funding streams)

e Impact on/disruption to business
operations

Getting/maintaining insurance

| keep insurers informed of seismic building
risk to obtain/maintain coverage.

I need

e Seismic building rating (%NBS)

e Confirmation of completed retrofit work
(where relevant)
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Building Owner Remediation
and Communication Profiles

These profiles have been developed to help identify the factors that affect seismic remediation of
buildings in New Zealand. They were developed through a small number of interviews with
personnel working in relevant roles between February and March 2025.

The profiles were created with funding from the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment

and the BRANZ research investment levy.

2 MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,
{| INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT

PR HIKINA WHAKATUTUKI

Funded from the
Branz DUilding Research Levy

LARGE PRIVATE ORGANISATION
OWNER ONLY

| own and manage a diverse portfolio of primarily commercial and industrial properties across
urban and provincial areas throughout the country, with a goal of maintaining assets and

generating rental income from them.

Y es JOINT
CENTRE
rgs DISASTER
e RESEARCH

silience
& Risk Experts
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My remediation perspectives

My main drivers for remediation:

| think the greatest benefits of
seismic remediation are;:

Commercial and property value
benefits (ability to attract future/retain
current tenants; ensure rental return/
maintain property value)
Post-earthquake performance and
resilience (reduced building downtime
following an earthquake; increased
certainty of how a building should perform
in an earthquake)

Realising the benefits (as previous)
Complying with the Building Act (EPB
requirements)

Economic and practical viability of
remediation (cost; feasibility)
Confidence in implementation
(confidence in engineers / contractors to
deliver)

| believe seismic remediation:

Is generally effective for reducing life
safety risk

Can sometimes lead to “over-engineered”
solutions that may be excessive relative to
actual risk posed

My remediation decision process

| determine the level to remediate
a building by:

Responding to market/industry
preferences for seismic ratings (e.g.,
67%NBS and above favoured by banks,
insurance; even higher for more premium
tenants)

Balancing economic considerations
(cost, value return) against benefits (i.e.,
considering whether the outcomes are
worth the cost / where the cost exceeds
the practical benefit of different levels)

The information | use to determine
my remediation decisions includes:

Economic / business impacts (cost to
retrofit; insurability of the property;
disruption if building is unusable)

Impact on life safety risk (to
occupants/users)

My biggest barriers to remediation:

Concerns that future seismic
assessment might lead to lower rating
(perception of potential wasted investment
if future strengthening required)

Economic and financial concerns (cost of
retrofit; future property market, including
ability to recover costs)

Disruption to tenant operations

Remediation would be easier with:

Financial support
Access to expert professional advice
(ensuring the right outcomes are reached)
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Contextual factors

Other pressures/demands when “[some tenants] won't occupy anything
managing seismic risk: less than 80%NBS, even though the MBIE
guidelines are 67%NBS, they just have a
policy that if they're going to put their
staff in something, it's got to be
80%NBS".

¢ Regulatory requirements (Building Act;
Health & Safety obligations)

¢ Influence of individuals’ personal
experiences of past seismic events
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| use seismic risk information for:

Building retrofit decisions

| evaluate the cost-benefit/practicality of
retrofit options

| need:

e Requirements for strengthening
options and associated costs.

Building acquisition decisions

| consider seismic risk when purchasing
buildings, in relation to attracting different
tenant groups, accessing funding, and
considering the potential for any
remediation that might be required (and
costs of this)

I need:
e Seismic rating for the bank (preference
for lending to 67%NBS+)

Enterprise risk management

| maintain oversight of seismic risk among
the organisation’s building profile,
including identifying any buildings that
could cause issues (e.g., EPBs)

I need:

e Seismic rating of building

e To know where buildings do/don’t
meet legal and/or tenant requirements
and needs

Building occupancy decisions

| make sure tenant expectations for life
safety are met

I need:

e Risk to life safety of occupants
(matched with both legal and tenant
requirements)

Property marketing to attract

tenants

| provide seismic performance information
based on tenant needs/requirements to
attract them into lease agreements

I need:
e Seismic rating of buildings
o Life safety risks

Regulatory risk screening

| identify compliance needs and ensure any
regulatory requirements are addressed
(Building Act; Health & Safety)

| need:
e Currently, this is %NBS

Engaging with banks

| inform banks about the seismic rating of
buildings to source lending against them

| need:
e Seismic rating of buildings
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| communicate seismic risk information to:

Tenants

Their information needs include:

Seismic rating of a building

Simplified descriptions of life safety risk
from building(s) (some, larger tenants
may want more detailed risk
information)

They use this information for:

Whether to tenant and/or occupy a
building

Negotiating lease conditions for
tenanting

What works well:

Plain language summaries of
engineering assessment reports and key
(relevant) information related to risks
Explaining specific aspects affecting a
building’s seismic rating

Larger tenants tend to be more
engaged/sophisticated with seismic
building risk and more focused on it

What can be challenging:

Some tenants (particularly smaller
tenants) have limited understanding /
comprehension of seismic risk and
information provided in seismic
assessment reports

Trust and credibility concerns around
technical information, related to
inconsistency of seismic ratings from
engineering reports

Limited risk understanding can lead to
decisions to vacate buildings even
where engineers have said it's okay to
occupy (from a life safety perspective)
Some tenants have policies around
%NBS ratings and building occupation,
despite having limited understanding of
what %NBS means

Executive Leadership

Their information needs include:

They use this information for:

What works well:

What can be challenging:

Seismic rating of a building

Simplified descriptions of life safety risk
from building(s), and operational risks
Estimated cost of remediation works

Comprehending risk to buildings
Approving/making remediation and
acquisition decisions (including budget
approvals)

Balancing remediation options against

business needs/risks

Plain language summaries of
engineering assessment reports and key
(relevant) information related to risks
Explanations of specific vulnerabilities
that are affecting a building’s seismic
rating

Varied understanding and
comprehension of seismic risk
(including technical terms)

Concerns related to inconsistency in
seismic ratings from engineering reports
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Building Owner Remediation
and Communication Profiles

These profiles have been developed to help identify the factors that affect seismic remediation of
buildings in New Zealand. They were developed through a small number of interviews with
personnel working in relevant roles between February and March 2025.

The profiles were created with funding from the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment
and the BRANZ research investment levy.

¥ v ¥ MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,
a i"d INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT
¥ HIl UKI

G, HIKINA WHAKATUT!

Funded from the
Branz DUilding Research Levy

PUBLIC ORGANISATION
PORTFOLIO MANAGER

My role is to manage and maintain assets for a public organisation, including managing seismic
risk for a large building portfolio across the country.

3 JOINT
€S CENTRE
rgs DISASTER
RESEARCH
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My remediation perspectives

| think the greatest benefits of
seismic remediation are;:

Improved safety and wellbeing of
staff/occupants

Regulatory compliance (increasing
%NBS; lifting an EPB notice)

Improved certainty of post-earthquake
building performance (reduced downtime
& stress, increased performance certainty)

My main drivers for remediation are:

Economic and practical feasibility (cost;
feasibility)

Benefits (as previous)

Regulatory compliance (meeting Building
Act requirements; %NBS)

| believe seismic remediation:

Is generally effective but needs to be
targeted to avoid excessive strengthening
solutions.

Efficiencies could also be gained by
combining it with other end-of-life
building maintenance, rather than
separately.

My remediation decision process

| determine the level to remediate a
building by:

Getting above legal requirements (if EPB)
Seeking cost-effective, feasible options to
reach as close to 67%NBS or above, while
weighing whether higher levels justify
additional cost for the material benefit
Considering post-event functionality
(where providing critical and/or
emergency services)

The information | use to determine
my remediation decisions includes:

Cost to retrofit (cost effectiveness;
responsible spending)

Impact on building function/use
(continuity of service delivery, especially
for critical services)

Impact on life safety risk (in relation to
%NBS; also understanding key building
vulnerabilities to manage)
Construction timeline/process (i.e.,
staged work to minimise disruption)
Other economic and/or business
impacts (operational cost impacts;
maintenance/rates; impact on regional
service delivery, if multiple buildings
require remediation)
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My biggest barriers to
remediation are:

Cost (budget prioritisation; funding
constraints)

Practical implementation barriers
(disruption in normal operations;
availability of contractors to complete
work; implementation challenges beyond
engineering advice)

Confidence in implementation &
outcomes (access to good engineering
advice)

Competing strategic priorities (other
priorities; difficulty prioritising other
building risk and maintenance needs with
regulatory strengthening requirements)

Contextual factors

Other pressures/demands when
managing seismic risk:

Regulatory requirements (meeting
strengthening timelines while balancing
other priorities)

Budget pressures

Risk appetite and understanding (risk
tolerance of organisation/individuals)
Legal and reputational concerns
(liability concerns; reputational fear)
Communication challenges
Remediation logistics (managing
alternative decanting requirements during
seismic remediation to continue services,
or staging work around services)

Remediation would be easier with:

Financial support (i.e., reducing conflict
with other building priorities)

Regulatory support (ability to do seismic
strengthening without triggering need for
other work, such as fire & accessibility
upgrades)

Information (i.e.,, more standardised
information, including around %NBS
education; strong government mandate
for balancing seismic risk relative to other
risks)

We've got to show that we are making
wise investments for our money, and so
that largely comes down to cost — is it
more expensive to build new, or is it
actually a good investment to
strengthen the building... and the
timeline is important because one of
the challenges that we've got with
operational [facilities] is undertaking
some of this work is quite challenging
because it's noisy, it's disruptive”.
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| use seismic risk information for:

Building occupancy decisions

| identify life safety risks to buildings our
organisation occupies and make decisions /
advise users on continued occupancy.

I need:

e Seismic risk rating and building
vulnerability information (risk to life)

e Relative risk ratings to support triaging
and prioritisation

e Engineering risk review to advise
suitability for continued occupation

Building retrofit decisions

| assess the need for and feasibility of
retrofit options, including how to complete
work around continued operation of
buildings.

I need:

e Retrofit options, including supporting
information around cost, feasibility, and
practical implementation of work and
impact on functionality of the space

e Relative risk ratings to support triaging

Regulatory risk screening

| ensure regulatory obligations are
identified and met (e.g., Building Act;
Health & Safety).

I need:

e Seismic risk rating, including the
existing %NBS rating

e Key dates associated with legal
obligations (assessment, remediation)

Provision of insurance

| provide seismic risk rating information to
ensure insurance coverage of buildings
across our portfolio.

| need:

e Seismic risk information (including
current %NBS and date of previous
seismic assessment of buildings)

e Building typology information

e Policies or processes for managing
seismic risk (if relevant)

Building leasing decisions

| meet government agency leasing
goals/policies for lease renewals or new
leases (67%NBS+ is the preferred target by
Government, though lower ratings okay in
short-term if there are remediation plans).

| need:

e Seismic risk information (including
%NBS rating, seismic assessment
report, any proposal for planned future
works)

Building acquisition decisions

| assess the relative seismic risk of buildings
the organisation is considering purchasing.

I need:

e Seismic risk information (including
%NBS rating, seismic assessment
report, any proposal for planned future
works)
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| communicate seismic risk information to:

Organisation leadership

(SLT; Boards)

Their information needs include:

Plain language summary of key risks (to
people and buildings), options for
action (e.g., short-term and permanent
remediation, and timeframe),
consequences of potential action (or in-
action); and relative risk compared to
other day-to-day activities

They use this information for:

Supporting/making decisions on
building use (e.g., occupying;
retrofitting; leasing; acquisition), with
an understanding of associated risks
and obligations related to PCBU
responsibilities

What works well:

Engagement/interactions with
professionals and experts (e.g.,
engineers) to support

communication of seismic risk

What can be challenging:

Making complex topics accessible and
understandable to non-experts can be
extremely difficult

Board decisions are often driven by
Health & Safety liability concerns, and
broader community perceptions of
seismic risk

Tendency for prompt decision-making
to avoid perceptions of taking too long
to address risk

Understanding the nuance of %NBS
and perceived risk versus actual risk
(e.g., 30% versus 40%, real risk might
not be too different)

Building users

(staff; tenants; occupants

Their information needs include:

They use this information for:

What works well:

What can be challenging:

Plain language summary of decisions
that have been made (including why
and how), whether a building is safe to
occupy, and (where relevant) key
benefits of remediation and a timeline
of the process.

What action has or will be taken to
mitigate risk

Informing themselves about the
building they use/work in, including risk
to their safety and what is being done
to address this risk (if relevant)

Pro-active and transparent
communication about any risks and
mitigation approaches
Engagement/interactions with
professionals and experts (e.g.,
engineers) to support communication
of seismic risk on paper
Contextualising seismic risk relative to
other common risks

Commonly fixated on %NBS ratings —
and associate this with building safety.
Understanding the granularity of %NBS
and actual difference between levels
(e.g., 30% vs 35%)

Varied understanding and tolerances of
seismic risk.

Commonly fixated on %NBS ratings —
and associate this with building safety.
Communicating seismic risk often
evokes concern, particularly relative to
other comparable risks
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Building Owner Remediation
and Communication Profiles

These profiles have been developed to help identify the factors that affect seismic remediation of
buildings in New Zealand. They were developed through a small number of interviews with
personnel working in relevant roles between February and March 2025.

The profiles were created with funding from the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment

and the BRANZ research investment levy.

2 MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,
{| INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT

PR HIKINA WHAKATUTUKI

Funded from the
Branz DUilding Research Levy

RESIDENTIAL APARTMENT UNIT
OWNER-OCCUPIER

| am an owner-occupier of a residential unit within a multi-storey earthquake-prone apartment
building in an urban centre of high seismic risk. | may help to navigate seismic compliance and
strengthening needs with other unit owners through my building’'s Body Corporate.

) JOINT
€S CENTRE
rgS  DISASTER
B RESEARCH
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My remediation perspectives

My main drivers for remediation are:

| think the greatest benefits of

seismic remediation are:

¢ Improved safety for occupants (life
safety risk reduction a top priority,
particularly where structural flaws)

¢ Lifting an existing EPB sticker (removing
regulatory requirements)

¢ Reducing potential for liability (EPB
requirements and deferred maintenance)

¢ Maintaining building insurance (keeping
coverage)

e Opportunity to do improvements
alongside (cost effective)

Compliance with Building Act
requirements (avoiding penalties, lifting
EPB status, and ‘moving on’)

e Feasibility (finding an achievable solution)

e Cost (balancing benefits against costs)

My remediation decision process

| determine the level to remediate a

building by:

e Meeting regulatory requirements
(>34%NBS)

e Affordability relative to building value

e Feasibility of getting to certain levels,
relative to the cost involved

e Improving future saleability (i.e., higher
%NBS), where possible

The information | used to inform my
remediation decisions includes:

e Economic impact (cost of retrofit; impact on
property value)

¢ Insurability of the property (how the risk
will impact my insurance)

My biggest barriers to

remediation are:

e Fear of future regulation changes
(concern future strengthening will be
required if future assessments produce a
lower seismic rating)

e Limited economic return for work
(potentially unaffordable strengthening costs

relative to the property value; continued high

insurance costs post-strengthening)

e Stress associated with process

e Access to good engineering advice

¢ Potentially limited options to sell (low
property value (EPB) but high retrofit cost)

Remediation would be easier with:

¢ Financial support (low-interest loans for
Body Corporates; reduced insurance
premiums; GST/tax rebates,, support for
heritage buildings (as public goods),
assistance to support navigating
requirements under Unit Titles Act)
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¢ More remediation process information e Guarantee for completed strengthening
and support (roadmap of retrofit process work (assurance further strengthening not
and/or supporting entity offering guidance required)
for navigating the remediation process)

Contextual factors

Other pressures/demands when
ma naging seismic risk: “There are finance companies which are
now offering finance to body corporates,

e Budget pressures (affordability for

individual owners) which, you know, in principle starts

¢ Financial stress (purchased compliant SUANTE] 1% (ST GLAE (ST e TAAs

. the interest rate they're going to charge
homes but later determined earthquake- yre gong g

prone, without access to financial (s? It's about 20%... so everybody is kind

assistance) of taking advantage of the situation”.

e Varied risk tolerance of individuals

e Regulatory requirements (managing
Building Act requirements)

e Collective buy-in from other owners
within Body Corporate structure
(different options requiring majority or
unanimous support from other owners)

e Commitment of time/effort (unpaid
labour; stress managing other owner
concerns and interests)

¢ Deferred maintenance (focus and money
spent on EPB requirements raises
challenges to maintain other building
aspects)

e Limited insurance coverage options
(insurance requirements under the Unit
Titles Act)
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| use seismic risk information for:

Building retrofit decisions

| make decisions about strengthening
options through the Body Corporate
arrangement.

I need:

e Life safety risk (incl. key vulnerabilities)

e Cost of retrofit options (including cost-
benefit)

e Financing options

e Impact of options (what doing, why,
disruption)

e Impact of retrofit on unit / building
value

Regulatory risk screening

| identify whether my building is
earthquake-prone and navigate how to
make my building compliant.

| need:

e Accessible information on how to make
my building compliant (i.e., navigating
the process from start to finish)

Obtaining insurance

| inform insurers of strengthening plans
(where my building is earthquake-prone)
and inform decisions around affordability
of insurance coverage during any
strengthening work.

I need:
e EPB status (including %NBS rating of
the building)

e Plan of remediation works (including
resulting %NBS to be strengthened to)
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| communicate seismic risk information to:

Fellow unit owners within my building

(including through the Body Corporate)

Their information needs include:

e Clear, non-technical descriptions of key risks and
requirements

e Proposed options for managing EPB (including
risk(s) of not acting, cost, disruption during, long-
term outcome

e Insurance implications of different options

They use this information for:

e Understanding what the risks are and what the
options to mitigate these risks are

e Agreeing on how to proceed (i.e., proposed
remediation plan, financing options, etc.)

What works well:

e Simple, layperson explanations of life safety risk
and requirements/options for remediation

e Engineers answering questions and
clarifying/explaining technical concepts (i.e., the “so
what")

What can be challenging:

e Limited understanding and comprehension of risk

e Fear of liability (consequence of deferred
maintenance / not meeting strengthening
deadlines; potential H&S risks to public)

e Concerns of trust and credibility (e.g., inconsistency
in seismic assessment report outcomes)

e Highly emotive topic (life safety; dealing with
options that affect our lives and livelihoods)
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