Waipapa
'3 Taumata Rau
LY uUniversity

x of Auckland

QuakeCi

reHienza i @IResOrgs
NZ Centre for Earthquake Resilience - i
oRE Resilience & Risk Experts
rescrgs.nz

Beyond Regulation:
Incentives to Enable
Seismic Strengthening in
New Zealand

4/06/2026

OLGA FILIPPOVA CHARLOTTE BROWN AMANDA PERERA CAMERON EADE

I W, W, W, W W, W, W, —

i, W, W, W W, W, W, W W, W, W, W



Beyond Regulation: Incentives to Enable Seismic Strengthening in New Zealand - 4/06/2026

Acknowledgements

This report was prepared by Dr Olga Filippova (UoA), Dr Charlotte Brown (ResOrgs), Amanda Perera
(UoA) and Cameron Eade (ResOrgs) following the Incentivising Seismic Retrofits Workshop held in
Wellington on 14 April, 2026. The workshop and associated reporting were supported through Te
Hiranga R | QuakeCoRE, the New Zealand Centre for Earthquake Resilience. The authors would like
to thank all workshop participants for contributing their time, expertise, and perspectives to the
discussions reflected in this report.

This project was (partially) supported by Te Hiranga Rt QuakeCoRE, an Aotearoa New Zealand
Tertiary Education Commission-funded Centre. This is QuakeCoRE publication number 1202.

WAIPAPA TAUMATA RAU | UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND | QUAKECORE | RESORGS 1



Beyond Regulation: Incentives to Enable Seismic Strengthening in New Zealand - 4/06/2026

Contents
Executive Summary 4
Key findings 5
Cross cutting insights 8
Next steps 8
Purpose, Scope, and Method 12
Purpose 12
Scope 12
Workshop Design and Method 13
Participant composition and table allocation 13
Workshop flow and sequencing 13
Table-based worksheet rounds 14
Rotation and peer review 14
Nature and limits of the evidence 14
Overview of Incentive Types Considered 15
Key Findings Across Incentive Discussions 17
Stakeholder Preferences for Seismic Retrofit Incentives 17
Additional Incentives Identified by Participants 19
What Incentives Can Enable and Their Limits Across Incentive
Categories 20
Get Money 24
Grants 24
Save Money 25
Low-interest Loans 25
Tax Relief and Rates Relief 26
Avoid Triggering Other Building Upgrade Requirements 27
Access to Funds 28
Deferred and Concessional Loans 28
Access to Benefits 30
Access to Insurance 30
Development and Planning Incentives 31
Make It Easier 32
Resources to Navigate the Retrofit Process 32
Make It Desirable 33
Seismic Rating and Certification 33

Helping to Understand the Benefits of Seismic Risk Mitigation 34

Incentive Fit Across Owner and Building Types 35

WAIPAPA TAUMATA RAU | UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND | QUAKECORE | RESORGS 2



Beyond Regulation: Incentives to Enable Seismic Strengthening in New Zealand - 4/06/2026

Key Insights from the Incentive—Owner—Building Matrix

Roles of Government, Institutions, and Regulation in
Implementing Incentives

Role of Government and Public Institutions
Administrative Complexity, Scale, and Cost
Role of Regulation
Equity Considerations Across Incentive Types
Summary
Where to from here: building on workshop insights

Addressing limits to feasibility

37

37
37
38
39
39
42
43
43

Expanding access to finance beyond conventional debt models 43

Improving system alignment across regulation, insurance, and
lending

Supporting decision-making in multi-owner contexts

Strengthening the evidence base for targeted intervention

Designing incentives as part of an integrated system
Appendixes

Building Owner Typology

Sticker Based Activity Templates

Table Worksheet Template

WAIPAPA TAUMATA RAU | UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND | QUAKECORE | RESORGS

44
44
44
45
46
46
47
50



Beyond Regulation: Incentives to Enable Seismic Strengthening in New Zealand - 4/06/2026

Executive Summary

New Zealand's existing building stock faces ongoing seismic risk. The earthquake-prone building
(EPB) system sets a regulatory floor, requiring the highest-risk buildings to be remediated — but it
provides no incentives to do so, and many building owners face real barriers to acting: difficulty
accessing finance, challenges justifying expenditure, or complex ownership arrangements that make
decision-making slow. Proposed reforms to the EPB system have narrowed its scope, meaning fewer
buildings will be captured by regulation. Yet the broader challenge remains: how do we create
conditions where seismic remediation triggered by regulation is feasible and where remediation
beyond the regulatory floor is enabled and encouraged where it makes sense?

In response to these challenges, a multi-stakeholder workshop was convened to explore how a
range of financial and non-financial incentives might support seismic remediation for both EPBs and
non-EPBs, and to capture both building owner and building system stakeholder perspectives on
what would help enable action on the ground. The 35 workshop participants included private and
public building owners, apartment and body corporate representatives, local and central
government officials, lenders and insurers, engineers, project managers, heritage specialists, and
tenant representatives.

During the workshop, participants worked in mixed groups and used a structured worksheet to
examine selected incentive types in detail. They were asked to consider how each incentive would
operate in practice, which barriers it could address, which owner groups it would apply to, and what
implementation challenges or unintended consequences might arise. The workshop also included
an initial sticker-based prioritisation exercise, allowing participants to identify which incentives they
considered most relevant and to highlight gaps in the existing framework. The process included two
rounds of discussion, followed by limited cross-table review and refinement, allowing insights to be
tested and challenged across different stakeholder perspectives.

Six incentive types were explored in the workshop, grouped in the following categories:

e Get money

e Save money

e Access to funds

e Access to benefits
e Make it easier

e Make it desirable

These categories were designed to reflect different ways incentives can influence retrofit decisions
under which a total of 23 specific incentive types were grouped. Participants were also given the
opportunity to identify and record any additional or missing incentives, ensuring that the workshop
captured emerging ideas and context-specific mechanisms alongside the predefined framework.
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Key findings

Participants identified that barriers to seismic retrofit are multi-dimensional. High upfront costs,
limited access to finance, inability to service debt, insurance availability, market conditions,
governance complexity (especially for body corporates), and fragmented processes all interact to
constrain action. As a result, no single incentive was seen as sufficient on its own.

Participants also noted that retrofit should not necessarily be understood as generating direct value
uplift equivalent to retrofit costs. Rather, retrofit was frequently framed as a mechanism for
restoring or preserving insurability, functionality, lending access, marketability, and longer-term
asset viability. In many cases, the expected outcome was recovery toward pre-EPB market
acceptance, rather than a proportional increase in value above retrofit expenditure.

In addition, no single incentive type was seen as universally effective. Multi-unit residential and body
corporate contexts emerged as particularly challenging due to fragmented ownership, governance
constraints, and difficulties coordinating finance and decision-making across multiple owners.
Participants consistently identified these ownership structures as requiring more tailored and
integrated support mechanisms than single-owner commercial buildings. Appropriateness was seen
to vary considerably by context, including building type (such as commercial versus residential),
ownership structure, heritage status (which introduces additional cost and regulatory complexity),
market conditions, and whether a building is subject to EPB requirements. This points to a need for
targeted deployment of incentives rather than blanket application.

A summary of the incentives discussed, and their applicability to different building types and
contexts (as identified in the workshop), is shown in Table E1.
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Table E1 Incentive fit across owner and building types

Body
. Commercial corpc')rat.es / . X Non-EPB
Incentive . - multi-unit/ Heritage Not-for-profit
Incentive building . . - . (Earthquake
Category residential buildings / community
owners - vulnerable)
building
owners
Get
€ Grants v v v v
Money
Low-interest loans v v v v v
Tax relief & rates
Save relief v v v
Money

Avoid triggering
other upgrade v v v
requirements

Access to | Deferred/

. v v v
Funds concessional loans
Access to insurance v v v
Access to
i Development &
Benefits .p' ) v v v v
planning incentives
Make it Res.ources tp v
Easier navigate retrofit v v v v v
process (small)
Seismic  ratin &
mic rating v v v v
.| certification
Make it
Desirable | Helping to
understand benefits v v v

of mitigation

WAIPAPA TAUMATA RAU | UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND | QUAKECORE | RESORGS 6



Beyond Regulation: Incentives to Enable Seismic Strengthening in New Zealand - 4/06/2026

e Grants were viewed as highly targeted instruments suited to the most constrained cases, rather than
scalable solutions. EPBs with complex ownership structures, such as body corporates and heritage
buildings, were highlighted as examples where grants may be most appropriate.

e Loan-based incentives (low interest, deferred, or concessional loans) were seen as effective enablers
where borrowing capacity exists. These can be delivered directly by government or through private
lenders, with government also able to play an underwriting role to reduce risk to private lenders. Deferred
and concessional models were viewed as particularly relevant for cash flow constrained groups, which
may include retirees, charitable organisations, and some apartment owners, albeit with increased fiscal
risk to government if government-provided or -backed. Loans, however, are limited in equity and reach
given that some owners cannot service debt at all.

e Taxand rates relief were seen as providing certainty and cost reduction for specific owners, notably body
corporates and heritage buildings. GST-relief, in particular, was identified for residential building owners.
However, they were not considered effective in addressing upfront cash flow barriers and may favour
more sophisticated or better resourced owners.

e Avoiding the inadvertent triggering of additional upgrade requirements emerged as a high-impact cost
containment mechanism, particularly for EPBs and heritage buildings. However, this relies on clear
regulatory guidance and consistent application to be effective.

e Access to insurance was consistently framed as a system-level prerequisite for retrofit, because insurance
availability directly affects lending, refinancing, mortgage access, and the ability to transact property.
Participants highlighted significant misalignment between insurance availability, lending practices, and
statutory requirements (Unit Titles Act).

e Development and planning incentives were viewed as context specific tools rather than universally
applicable. They were considered most relevant for commercial buildings and redevelopment ready sites.

e Process enabling incentives were identified as high leverage enablers across many owner types,
reflecting widely cited barriers to strengthening, including complexity, lack of clear information, and
fragmented responsibilities. Resources to navigate the retrofit process, including case management,
centralised guidance, standardised solutions, and clearer regulatory pathways, were seen as critical
complements to financial incentives.

e Market-based incentives, such as seismic rating, certification, and awareness raising, were valued for
improving transparency and confidence but were widely described as reinforcing rather than decisive.
Participants cautioned that assumption-based ratings are difficult to certify where information is
incomplete, and that awareness alone does not enable action without supporting financial and process
measures.

A detailed summary of the incentives discussed is shown in Table E2.
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Cross cutting insights

e Targeting matters: Incentives are most effective when tailored to owner type, building context, and
capacity, rather than applied uniformly. Without targeted design, incentives risk having limited uptake or
being poorly aligned with the needs of the owners they are intended to support.

¢ Institutions and regulation are pivotal: Successful delivery of incentives depends on clear roles for central
and local government, coordination with lenders and insurers, and regulatory clarity around what is
required, optional, or avoidable. Where these are absent, even well-designed incentives risk being
ineffective in practice. However, regulation was consistently framed as a necessary but insufficient driver
of seismic retrofit.

e Equity is not automatic: Owners differ significantly in their willingness to utilise to incentives. Without
careful design that accounts for this variation, incentives risk reinforcing existing disparities rather than
alleviating them.

e Bundled approaches are essential: Addressing the multiple and interacting barriers to seismic retrofit
requires coordinated packages of incentives that combine financial support, regulatory certainty, access
to insurance, and process-navigation measures. Without such integrated approaches, individual
incentives are unlikely to be sufficient to enable retrofit at scale.

e Feasibility limits exist: Participants identified that for some buildings, particularly in multi-owner
residential contexts, retrofit may be economically unviable. In such cases, even well-designed incentives
may be insufficient to enable action, pointing to a gap between regulatory expectations and financial
feasibility.

The workshop demonstrated strong consensus that incentives must function as part of a coherent system,
aligned with regulation, institutional capacity, and market realities. While no single incentive can unlock
seismic retrofit at scale, a targeted, well-coordinated mix of incentives designed with equity, feasibility, and
implementation in mind has the potential to materially improve outcomes across both EPBs and earthquake-
vulnerable buildings in New Zealand.

Next steps

Translating workshop insights into practicable approaches will require further work across several areas.
These include addressing situations where remediation costs exceed building value and conventional finance
is not viable; exploring financing models that go beyond standard debt-servicing frameworks, including risk-
sharing and underwriting arrangements; and improving alignment across regulation, insurance, and lending.
In multi-owner contexts, such as body corporates, additional work is needed to better understand
governance dynamics and support coordinated decision-making. Strengthening the evidence base for
targeted intervention will also be important — including identifying the point at which the incentive to
building owners is sufficient to promote action, the cost to government of delivery is proportionate, and
together these generate sufficient national risk reduction benefit to justify investment. Underpinning all of
this is the need to design incentives as part of an integrated system, where different mechanisms,
institutional roles, and market conditions are aligned in objective and operation.
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Table E2 Overview of key discussion points for each incentive type

Incentive

Challenges it Helps Address

EPB / Non-EPB

Beyond Regulation: Incentives to Enable Seismic Strengthening in New Zealand 4 June 2026

Best Suited To

Key Limitations

Conditions for Effectiveness

Grants
(Get Money)

Absolute funding gaps
where private funding is
unavailable

High upfront costs at
feasibility phase

EPB

(Ownership / Type)

Residential owners
Commercial owners

Body corporates / multi-
unit

Heritage buildings

Not scalable. High fiscal
and opportunity cost
Don’t ensure works are
undertaken

Without careful design,
may not reach highest-
risk buildings

Well-defined eligibility
criteria

Robust rating or
assessment framework

Strong governance and
administration

Low-interest loans
(Save Money)

High cost of borrowing
limiting project
feasibility

Weak business case for
retrofit

EPB
Non-EPB (earthquake-
vulnerable)

Residential owners
Commercial owners

Body corporates / multi-
unit

Not-for-profit /
community

Does not help owners
who cannot service any
debt

Ineffective where
market demand or
commercial upside for
retrofit is weak

Lender-driven with
government support,
not government-

administered
Simple eligibility criteria

Different parameters for
residential Vs
commercial owners

Tax relief & rates relief
(Save Money)

High net retrofit
expenditure

Uncertainty over costs
and financial relief at
feasibility stage

EPB

Body corporates / multi-
unit

Heritage buildings

Relief typically realised
after costs are incurred

May favour more
sophisticated or better-
resourced owners

Complex in mixed-use
buildings

Clear on intended
purpose — should drive
genuine risk reduction

rather than just
regulatory register
removal

Transparent and

accessible calculations,
particularly for rates
relief

requirements
(Save Money)

Avoid triggering other upgrade

Cost escalation from
compliance obligations
triggered by seismic
work  (fire, egress,
accessibility)

Uncertainty and delay

from RMA and planning
processes

EPB

Body corporates / multi-
unit

Heritage buildings

Risk of poor
compliance outcomes
if trade-offs poorly
managed

May increase reliance
on professional advice
and consulting fees

Potential for
inconsistent
application across

jurisdictions

Clear regulatory
guidance on what does
and does not trigger
requirements

Consistent  application
across jurisdictions

Allowing for case-by-
case judgement and
reasonable trade-offs
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Deferred / concessional loans °
(Access to Funds)

Inability to fund retrofit
now despite having
longer-term asset value

EPB

Residential owners
(particularly retirees)

Commercial owners

Body corporates / multi-
unit

Does not resolve
process navigation or

bank confidence
barriers

Shifts fiscal risk to
government

Complex governance in
multi-owner settings

Deferral period long
enough to meaningfully
function as an incentive

Clear eligibility and
means-testing

Government backing or
guarantees to unlock
private lending

Access to insurance °
(Access to Benefits)

Lack of insurance cover
blocking access to
lending, refinancing,
and property
transactions

Non-EPB (earthquake-
vulnerable)

Residential owners

Not-for-profit /
community

Inconsistent risk
assessment standards
limiting insurers’ ability
to expand coverage

Reinsurance dynamics

outside owner or
government control

Changes may have
broader  unintended
market consequences

Improved seismic risk
assessment  standards
for underwriting

Review of Unit Titles Act
full  insurance value
requirement

Early guidance to reduce
poorly structured
proposals

Development &  planning °
incentives
(Access to Benefits)

Poor financial feasibility
where  retrofit cost
aren’t offset by
development or use
opportunities

Compliance and
consenting  processes
limiting feasibility
through added costs and
complexity

EPB
Non-EPB (earthquake-
vulnerable)

Commercial owners
Heritage buildings

Developers

Highly context-
dependent -  not
applicable across all
buildings
Risk of heritage value
erosion

Benefits concentrated
among well-resourced
or development-ready
owners

Unlikely to be a
decisive factor on its
own

Integration  within a
wider package of
incentives

Careful management of
heritage and safety
trade-offs

Resources to navigate retrofit °
process
(Make it Easier)

Complexity and lack of
clear, coordinated
information across the
retrofit process

Lack of clear process
roadmap and starting
point for owners

EPB
Non-EPB (earthquake-
vulnerable)

Residential owners

Commercial owners
(small)

Body corporates / multi-
unit

Heritage buildings

Does not address
funding or insurance
barriers on its own

Resource-intensive —

requires sustained
funding and
institutional

commitment

Centralised information
hub with clearly mapped
roles and
responsibilities

Buy-in from councils,
lenders, and insurers
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in lending, leasing, and
insurance markets

e  Fragmented Not-for-profit / Risk of bottlenecks and Long-term government
responsibilities  across community unclear accountability commitment and
agencies creating in  case-management resourcing
barriers to entry models

Seismic rating & certification e lack of market EPB Residential owners Does not reduce Ratings  relative to
(Make it Desirable) transparency on Non-EPB  (earthquake- Commercial owners retrofit costs or directly location and building
building seismic vulnerable) ] improve access to use
performance E:\);:tlycorporates/multl— finance Clear, consistent, and

e  Poor differentiation of Assumption-based accessible rating

strengthened buildings ratings  difficult to expression

certify where
information is
incomplete

Residential and

commercial  buildings
respond to different
drivers

Paired with incentives
that provide a tangible
financial payoff

Helping to understand °
benefits of mitigation
(Make it Desirable)

Low awareness of
broader benefits of

retrofit (safety,
commercial
performance, urban
renewal)

Lack of compelling
narratives beyond
compliance messaging

EPB
Non-EPB (earthquake-
vulnerable)

Residential owners

Awareness alone does
not enable action
without financial and
process support

Sector capacity must
exist to deliver the
work that awareness
promotes

Targeted, accessible
messaging beyond
generic or technical
communication

Use of case studies
showcasing  buildings
that performed well

Part of a broader
package — not used in
isolation
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Purpose, Scope, and Method

Purpose

New Zealand’s existing building stock faces ongoing seismic risk. The EPB system sets a regulatory
floor, requiring the highest-risk buildings to be remediated. However, it provides no direct incentives
to do so, and many building owners face significant barriers to action, including difficulty accessing
finance, challenges justifying expenditure, and complex ownership arrangements that slow
decision-making. Proposed reforms to the EPB system have further narrowed its scope, meaning
fewer buildings will be captured by regulation.

While these reforms focus attention on the highest-risk buildings, they also highlight a broader
challenge. For buildings within the EPB regime, regulatory obligations alone are often insufficient to
ensure remediation occurs in a timely or feasible way. At the same time, buildings outside the EPB
threshold may still present seismic risk, yet there are limited mechanisms to encourage owners to
undertake voluntary strengthening beyond minimum requirements. This raises a wider question:
how can conditions be created to support both compliance with regulatory obligations and proactive
risk reduction across the broader building stock?

These barriers include:
e high upfront strengthening costs,
e debt-servicing constraints for certain owner types,
e the role of insurance availability in enabling lending and asset transactions, and
e capability and process complexity particularly for multi-owner buildings.

In contexts where private costs are high and private benefits do not fully reflect wider public safety
gains, there is growing recognition that regulatory obligations alone may not be sufficient to achieve
timely and consistent retrofit outcomes, either for EPBs or for buildings outside the regulatory
threshold.

This research responds to that policy gap. Its overall aim is to develop and evaluate a comprehensive
set of potential incentive mechanisms that could support building owners across both EPB and
non-EPB contexts to undertake seismic remediation.

Scope

The workshop was designed to explore the role that incentive mechanisms could play in supporting
seismic strengthening and reducing risk in EPBs and non-EPB contexts. To achieve this purpose, this
workshop was convened to explore how different types of incentives might operate in practice, the
barriers they could help address, and the conditions under which they may be effective. The
workshop sought to surface implementation-focused insights from a range of stakeholders to
inform the development of a suite of incentive options to support New Zealand’s seismic risk
management framework, including both the reformed EPB system and efforts to encourage risk
reduction across the broader building stock.
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The workshop examined a broad range of incentive types, using these as discussion prompts to test
their potential role, limitations, and implementation challenges. Participants were encouraged to
consider whether incentives would work best alongside regulation or independently, and under
what conditions they might meaningfully influence retrofit decisions.

Overall, the scope was to generate qualitative, implementation-focused insights into how different
incentive mechanisms might address or fail to address key barriers, and what design features or
enabling conditions would be required for them to be effective in the New Zealand context.

Workshop Design and Method

The workshop was designed as a facilitated, deliberative exercise intended to generate
implementation-focused insights into how different incentive mechanisms might operate in
practice. The design combined structured discussion, peer review, and iteration to test ideas across
a diverse set of perspectives.

Participant composition and table allocation

Participants were drawn from a wide range of roles relevant to seismic retrofit decision-making,
including private and public building owners, apartment and body corporate representatives, local
and central government officials, lenders and insurers, engineers, project managers, heritage
specialists, and tenant representatives. A total of 35 participants attended the workshop and were
distributed across seven discussion tables, with a facilitator at each.

To support balanced discussion and avoid sector-specific capture, participants were pre-allocated
across seven tables, with each table deliberately composed to include a mix of:

e building owners (commercial, apartment, heritage, public)
e financial and insurance sector representatives

e regulatory or policy practitioners

e technical or advisory professionals

This mixed composition was intended to ensure that discussions reflected the interaction between
regulatory, financial, technical, and governance factors that shape real-world retrofit outcomes
rather than any single sector perspective.

Workshop flow and sequencing

The workshop was conducted over a half-day session and followed a structured sequence. It began
with a context-setting presentation, outlining the purpose of the session and situating incentives
within the broader challenge of enabling seismic strengthening. This was followed by an initial
sense-checking activity designed to familiarise participants with a wide range of incentive types.
Participants undertook a sticker-based prioritisation exercise, indicating which incentive types? they
considered most important or worth exploring further, and adding additional incentives that were
missing. This step was used to test the completeness and relevance of the incentive framings before
deeper analysis.

! Refer Table 1 and Table 2 for the full list of incentives.
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Table-based worksheet rounds

The core of the workshop consisted of two facilitated worksheet rounds, each focusing on a different
incentive category. Each table was assigned an incentive category and asked to select one specific
incentive within that category for detailed examination.

Using a standardised worksheet, tables were guided through a structured discussion covering:
e how the incentive would be expected to work in practice
e the key retrofit barriers it could address or would fail to address
e the owner types and building contexts for which it might be effective
e how it would motivate building owners
e how it would operate alongside regulatory requirements
e the scale or design features needed to meaningfully influence behaviour

e potential implementation challenges, including equity considerations and unintended
consequences

Each round concluded with tables distilling their discussion into a short key message intended to
capture the most salient insight for policymakers.

Rotation and peer review

Following the first worksheet round, tables reported back to the plenary group. Worksheets were
then rotated between tables, allowing participants to review, challenge, and/or build on the work
of others. This peer review step was designed to surface alternative perspectives, test assumptions,
and reduce the likelihood that findings reflected the views of a single group.

The process was repeated for the second worksheet round with a different incentive category,
allowing participants to engage with multiple incentive types over the course of the workshop and
to refine their thinking through comparison. A total of 11 incentive types were developed in type
out of the full list.

Nature and limits of the evidence

The workshop generated qualitative, deliberative evidence, reflecting the professional judgement
and practical experience of participants. The use of a consistent worksheet structure and mixed
table composition helped ensure comparability across discussions, while the rotation process
strengthened the robustness of insights. We note that the time given during the peer review process
was limited.

The findings provide a structured synthesis of stakeholder perspectives on the practical viability,
limitations, and design conditions associated with different types of incentives, to inform
subsequent policy analysis and development. They are not intended to represent consensus views,
rankings of incentives, or statistically generalisable results.
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For the purposes of this workshop, and to support a clear and consistent discussion, a wide range

of potential incentives were developed based on a review of both local and international approaches

to seismic remediation incentives. The incentives were classified into six broad incentive categories.

These categories were developed to reflect the different ways in which incentives can influence

retrofit decisions.

Error! Reference source not found. provides an overview of these six incentive categories. For each

category, it lists the specific incentive types presented in the workshop and provides a brief

description of the role each type is intended to play in supporting seismic retrofit. Error! Reference

source not found. also highlights the incentive types selected by participants for detailed table

discussions.

Incentive
category

Table 1 Incentive categories and incentive types considered in the workshop

Incentive types presented

Description

Direct financial contributions provided to building
owners to fund part of the cost of seismic retrofit,

Incentives
chosen by

participants

upgrade requirements

compliance obligations (such as fire or accessibility

Get Money Grants . . . - . v
reducing upfront capital requirements and improving
project feasibility.

Tax relief Measures that reduce tax liabilities (such as
deductions or credits) associated with seismic retrofit v
expenditure, lowering the overall cost of
strengthening.

Rates relief Temporary or ongoing reductions in local authority
rates to reduce holding costs for buildings undergoing | v
or completing seismic retrofit.

Insurance premium reductions Lower insurance premiums reflecting reduced seismic
risk following strengthening, improving long-term
affordability and operating costs.

Low-interest loans Loans offered at below-market interest rates to

. ) v
reduce the cost of borrowing for retrofit works.

Consent-fee waivers Waivers or reductions in building or resource consent

Save Money fees to reduce transaction costs associated with
strengthening projects.

Engineering or design fee | Support to offset early-stage costs for engineering

rebates assessments, feasibility studies, or design work,
helping owners progress projects to decision stage.

Amnesty from future | Assurance that buildings meeting specified standards

strengthening will not be required to undertake additional seismic
upgrades for a defined period, increasing regulatory
certainty.

Avoid financial penalties or | Temporary relief from penalties or enforcement to

enforcement action encourage voluntary retrofit or allow time for owners
to plan and sequence strengthening work.

Avoid triggering other building | Measures that limit the scope of additional v
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upgrades) that might otherwise be triggered by
seismic work.

Access to Funds

Loans for strengthening

Standard loan products specifically intended to fund
seismic retrofit works.

Concessional or
deferred-repayment loans

Financing arrangements with deferred repayment,
interest-free periods, or income-contingent terms to
improve affordability for constrained owners.

Guarantees Public or third-party guarantees that reduce lender
risk and improve access to private finance for seismic
retrofit projects.

Bonds Bond-based financing mechanisms that raise capital

for strengthening, either at building, portfolio, or
programme level.

Access to Benefits

Access to insurance

Measures that improve or restore the ability of
building owners to obtain insurance, enabling
lending, refinancing, and market transactions.

Access to finance (for purposes
other than strengthening)

Indirect benefits where seismic retrofit improves
eligibility for broader lending or refinancing beyond
the retrofit itself.

Development and planning
incentives (e.g. transfer of
development rights, density
bonuses)

Planning-based mechanisms that create additional
value to offset retrofit costs.

Make it Easier

Case management and
facilitation approaches

Dedicated support to guide owners through technical,
regulatory, and financial processes associated with
retrofit.

Resources to navigate the
retrofit process

Guidance material, tools, or advisory services that
improve understanding, reduce uncertainty, and
support informed decision-making.

Access to alternative premises
during retrofit

Support to address temporary displacement of
occupants or businesses during strengthening works.

Make it Desirable

Seismic  rating system or
certification

Formal recognition of building seismic performance
to increase market transparency and reward
strengthened buildings.

Enhanced public understanding
of the benefits of reducing
seismic building risk

Awareness-raising measures to improve
understanding of safety, resilience, and economic
benefits associated with retrofit.

Enhanced business-case
development capacity

Support to help building owners assess costs,
benefits, and options, strengthening confidence in
retrofit investment decisions.
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Key Findings Across Incentive
Discussions

Stakeholder Preferences for Seismic Retrofit Incentives

Following the presentation of the incentive categories and incentive types, participants took partin
a voting exercise to indicate their initial preferences among the listed incentives. Each participant
was given five stickers, which they could allocate flexibly either concentrating all five on a single
incentive type or distributing them across multiple incentives and categories. Participants were then
invited to place these stickers against the incentive types they considered most relevant or
important for supporting seismic retrofit in the New Zealand context. This activity was intended to
capture areas of perceived interest and potential leverage, rather than to rank or endorse specific
policy options.

Participants were also given the opportunity to identify and record additional incentives that they
felt were missing from the list, either within the existing categories or as new ideas. These additional
incentives are recorded in Table 2. This allowed the exercise to both test the completeness of the
incentive framework and surface emerging or context-specific mechanisms that warranted further
consideration. The insights arising from this process are incorporated in Section 4 and discussed
within the relevant incentive categories.

The results indicate that participants gravitated most strongly toward incentives that either directly
reduce upfront costs or materially change the visibility and value of seismic performance. Grants
emerged as the most strongly prioritised incentive, underscoring the extent to which high capital
costs remain a primary constraint on retrofit decisions. Similarly, seismic certification attracted
substantial interest, reflecting a desire for clearer and more credible market signals that
differentiate strengthened buildings and support asset value. Participants also placed significant
emphasis on process-enabling measures, particularly resources to help owners navigate the retrofit
process, highlighting that complexity and uncertainty are perceived as barriers alongside cost.

In contrast, incentives that rely on indirect signals alone or offer limited financial relief such as
amnesties, enforcement avoidance, or support for alternative premises received comparatively little
attention. Overall, the pattern suggests that stakeholders see the greatest leverage in combining
financial support with mechanisms that improve certainty, transparency, and decision-making,
rather than relying on isolated or low-impact incentives.

Figure 1 summarises the results of the sticker-based activity.
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Stakeholder Preferences for Seismic Retrofit Incentives

Low-interest loans
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Figure 1 Stakeholder preferences for seismic retrofit incentives
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Additional Incentives Identified by Participants

Participants identified several additional incentive ideas beyond those included in the initial
framework. These are summarised in Table 2.

Table 2 Additional incentives identified by participants

Incentive X .
New Incentive Idea Description
Category
G t ided at the feasibility st , prior t t
Get Money Early-stage grants for feasibility phase rants prow. © é © teasibility stage Pnor O access 1o
formal loan financing, to support early project development
Standardised design approvals Use of pt.'e—approved o'r standardised designs to reduce
approval time and compliance costs
Save Money

Targeted GST relief for non-registered owners

GST relief for owners unable to recover input tax, particularly
body corporates and heritage contexts

Access to Funds

Funding certainty at feasibility stage

Providing early assurance of funding availability to support
decision-making at project initiation stage

Property-linked financing (Ratepayer | Low-cost loans attached to the property and repaid over time
Assistance—type schemes) through rates or similar mechanisms
Infrastructure-style financing models | Adapting levy-based infrastructure financing models to fund

(IFF-type)

seismic retrofit

Matched funding (co-funded loan schemes)

Dollar-for-dollar matching loans?, particularly for constrained
owners such as charities

Government-backed revolving finance funds

Central fund providing ongoing, recycled capital for retrofit
lending

Access to
Benefits

Access to finance without full insurance

requirements

Mechanisms allowing lending even where full insurance cover
is unavailable

Parametric insurance models

Insurance based on predefined event triggers rather than loss
assessment

Make it Easier

Pre-consented or
strengthening solutions

pre-approved

Standardised retrofit solutions approved in advance to
simplify design and consenting

Clear and collaborative consenting pathways

Transparent, well-defined consenting processes that enable
rather than delay retrofit

Amendments to Unit Titles Act to enable
decision-making

Changes to facilitate body corporate ability to approve
remediation works

Development “match-making” schemes

Facilitating  connections between
developers, and delivery partners

building  owners,

Accredited consultant panels for seismic
retrofit

Curated list of qualified professionals to reduce search costs
and improve quality assurance

Specialist  heritage  retrofit  guidance

frameworks

Trusted guidance systems similar to international heritage
advisory models

Adjusted body corporate voting thresholds

Simplifying decision-making requirements in multi-owner
buildings

2 For every $1 contributed by the building owner, the programme (usually government or a fund) provides $1 of additional financing or subsidy, up to a set limit.
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Outcome-focused heritage regulatory | Allowing more flexible approaches to balance heritage
flexibility preservation with seismic safety outcomes

Ensuring insurers reflect strengthening improvements in

Insurance recognition of retrofit outcomes ..
coverage and pricing

Make it | Alignment with wider regulatory frameworks | Positioning retrofit as contributing to broader compliance
Desirable (e.g. health and safety) obligations

Place-based demand creation (e.g. precinct | Increasing attractiveness of strengthened buildings through
revitalisation) urban renewal and placemaking initiatives

What Incentives Can Enable and Their Limits Across Incentive Categories

The section below summarises the detailed table discussions on the 11 selected incentive types.
Table 3 provides a summary of key observations for each incentive type, including challenges they
address, audiences best suited to, limitations, and conditions for effective implementation.
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Table 3 Overview of key discussion points for each incentive type

Incentive

Challenges it Helps Address

EPB / Non-EPB

Beyond Regulation: Incentives to Enable Seismic Strengthening in New Zealand 4 June 2026

Best Suited To

Key Limitations

Conditions for Effectiveness

Grants
(Get Money)

Absolute funding gaps
where private funding is
unavailable

High upfront costs at
feasibility phase

EPB

(Ownership / Type)

Residential owners
Commercial owners

Body corporates / multi-
unit

Heritage buildings

Not scalable. High fiscal
and opportunity cost
Don’t ensure works are
undertaken

Without careful design,
may not reach highest-
risk buildings

Well-defined eligibility
criteria

Robust rating or
assessment framework

Strong governance and
administration

Low-interest loans
(Save Money)

High cost of borrowing
limiting project
feasibility

Weak business case for
retrofit

EPB
Non-EPB (earthquake-
vulnerable)

Residential owners
Commercial owners

Body corporates / multi-
unit

Not-for-profit /
community

Does not help owners
who cannot service any
debt

Ineffective where
market demand or
commercial upside for
retrofit is weak

Lender-driven with
government support,
not government-

administered
Simple eligibility criteria

Different parameters for
residential Vs
commercial owners

Tax relief & rates relief
(Save Money)

High net retrofit
expenditure

Uncertainty over costs
and financial relief at
feasibility stage

EPB

Body corporates / multi-
unit

Heritage buildings

Relief typically realised
after costs are incurred

May favour more
sophisticated or better-
resourced owners

Complex in mixed-use
buildings

Clear on intended
purpose — should drive
genuine risk reduction

rather than just
regulatory register
removal

Transparent and

accessible calculations,
particularly for rates
relief

requirements
(Save Money)

Avoid triggering other upgrade

Cost escalation from
compliance obligations
triggered by seismic
work  (fire, egress,
accessibility)

Uncertainty and delay

from RMA and planning
processes

EPB

Body corporates / multi-
unit

Heritage buildings

Risk of poor
compliance outcomes
if trade-offs poorly
managed

May increase reliance
on professional advice
and consulting fees

Potential for
inconsistent
application across

jurisdictions

Clear regulatory
guidance on what does
and does not trigger
requirements

Consistent  application
across jurisdictions

Allowing for case-by-
case judgement and
reasonable trade-offs
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Deferred / concessional loans °
(Access to Funds)

Inability to fund retrofit
now despite having
longer-term asset value

EPB

Residential owners
(particularly retirees)

Commercial owners

Body corporates / multi-
unit

Does not resolve
process navigation or

bank confidence
barriers

Shifts fiscal risk to
government

Complex governance in
multi-owner settings

Deferral period long
enough to meaningfully
function as an incentive

Clear eligibility and
means-testing

Government backing or
guarantees to unlock
private lending

Access to insurance °
(Access to Benefits)

Lack of insurance cover
blocking  access to
lending, refinancing,
and property
transactions

Non-EPB (earthquake-
vulnerable)

Residential owners

Not-for-profit /
community

Inconsistent risk
assessment standards
limiting insurers’ ability
to expand coverage

Reinsurance dynamics

outside owner or
government control

Changes may have
broader  unintended
market consequences

Improved seismic risk
assessment  standards
for underwriting

Review of Unit Titles Act
full  insurance value
requirement

Early guidance to reduce
poorly structured
proposals

Development &  planning °
incentives
(Access to Benefits)

Poor financial feasibility
where  retrofit cost
aren’t offset by
development or use
opportunities

Compliance and
consenting  processes
limiting feasibility
through added costs and
complexity

EPB
Non-EPB (earthquake-
vulnerable)

Commercial owners
Heritage buildings

Developers

Highly context-
dependent -  not
applicable across all
buildings
Risk of heritage value
erosion

Benefits concentrated
among well-resourced
or development-ready
owners

Unlikely to be a
decisive factor on its
own

Integration  within a
wider package of
incentives

Careful management of
heritage and safety
trade-offs

Resources to navigate retrofit °
process
(Make it Easier)

Complexity and lack of
clear, coordinated
information across the
retrofit process

Lack of clear process
roadmap and starting
point for owners

EPB
Non-EPB (earthquake-
vulnerable)

Residential owners

Commercial owners
(small)

Body corporates / multi-
unit

Heritage buildings

Does not address
funding or insurance
barriers on its own

Resource-intensive —

requires sustained
funding and
institutional

commitment

Centralised information
hub with clearly mapped
roles and
responsibilities

Buy-in from councils,
lenders, and insurers
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in lending, leasing, and
insurance markets

certify where
information is
incomplete

Residential and

commercial  buildings
respond to different
drivers

e  Fragmented Not-for-profit / Risk of bottlenecks and Long-term government
responsibilities  across community unclear accountability commitment and
agencies creating in  case-management resourcing
barriers to entry models

Seismic rating & certification e lack of market EPB Residential owners Does not reduce Ratings  relative to
(Make it Desirable) transparency on Non-EPB  (earthquake- Commercial owners retrofit costs or directly location and building
building seismic vulnerable) ] improve access to use
performance E:\);:tlycorporates/multl— finance Clear, consistent, and

e  Poor differentiation of Assumption-based accessible rating

strengthened buildings ratings  difficult to expression

Paired with incentives
that provide a tangible
financial payoff

Helping to understand °
benefits of mitigation
(Make it Desirable)

Low awareness of
broader benefits of

retrofit (safety,
commercial
performance, urban
renewal)

Lack of compelling
narratives beyond
compliance messaging

EPB
Non-EPB (earthquake-
vulnerable)

Residential owners

Awareness alone does
not enable action
without financial and
process support

Sector capacity must
exist to deliver the
work that awareness
promotes

Targeted, accessible
messaging beyond
generic or technical
communication

Use of case studies
showcasing  buildings
that performed well

Part of a broader
package — not used in
isolation
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Get Money
Grants

The only incentive type considered under the “Get Money” category was grants. While views about
the role of grants varied, participants consistently identified the importance of early-stage grants
available at the feasibility phase, prior to building owners being able to secure formal loans for
strengthening. This reflected a shared concern that many owners face significant upfront costs
associated with engineering assessments and feasibility studies at a point where neither lending nor
later-stage incentives are accessible.

Participants in one group largely framed grants as a targeted, project-specific intervention to
support seismic retrofit where private funding is unavailable. This table brought together
participants from central government, industry bodies, and regulatory organisations with
experience across natural hazard risk, heritage protection, and property-sector issues. Within this
group, grants were viewed as a mechanism to address absolute funding gaps, particularly for owners
who need to strengthen, or are required to strengthen under the EPB regulations, but are unable to
access alternative financing options such as loans or otherwise lack the financial capacity to proceed.

However, participants in this group were clear that grants should be inherently selective and
risk-based, requiring clear determinants of acceptable risk thresholds, building typologies, and
public benefit. Specifically, grants were seen as most applicable to EPBs where owners had limited
capacity to fund remediation. Effective use of grants was seen to depend on:

o well-defined eligibility criteria

e arobust rating or assessment framework to guide funding decisions

o careful balancing of private benefit against wider public or community value

By contrast, participants in another group declined to engage substantively with grants, indicating
that they were not considered a realistic option for government at scale. This table reflected a
different mix of expertise, spanning central government policy, local government property
management, engineering, finance, and commercial property. From this perspective, grants were
viewed as fiscally and politically difficult to sustain, and public funding of private assets raised
concerns around precedent, opportunity cost, and public acceptability.

This divergence highlights how table composition materially shaped views on grants. Participants
with a stronger focus on heritage, regeneration, and public benefit tended to view grants as a
necessary though limited tool for addressing severe and inequitable funding gaps. Participants with
stronger finance, engineering, and delivery lenses questioned the viability of grants altogether and
shifted attention toward alternative mechanisms.

Participants also identified a range of potential funding sources for grant programmes, including
central government funding through taxes, levies and goods and services tax (GST), local
government contributions through targeted levies, and supplementary funding from charitable,
faith-based, or philanthropic organisations. Some also noted the potential for private investment or
donations to complement public funding in specific cases. Regardless of source, participants
stressed that grant programmes would require strong governance, transparent reporting, and
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disciplined administration, noting that schemes which cost nearly as much to run as they distribute
undermine both effectiveness and credibility.

There was broad recognition that grants:
e do not ensure works are undertaken, even once funding is allocated
e may not be well targeted to the highest-risk buildings unless carefully designed
e carry a high opportunity cost relative to other public investments

Overall, grants were not viewed as a stand-alone or scalable solution, but as a highly targeted
instrument with a potential role in addressing the most constrained cases, particularly where
market-based incentives are unable to operate. Participants also highlighted that, when well
targeted, grants could generate positive spill-over benefits, including revitalising town centres and
supporting housing availability.

Save Money
Low-interest Loans

Low-interest loans were prioritised by the participants under the “Save Money” category. Across
tables, participants broadly agreed that reducing the cost of borrowing can improve the feasibility
of seismic retrofit by making projects more financially attractive.

Participants commonly described low-interest loans as a mechanism to reduce borrowing costs
below the official cash rate, thereby improving project feasibility and strengthening the business
case for retrofit. Several participants noted the potential to build on existing financing models, such
as good energy home loan schemes, to incorporate seismic retrofit, leveraging familiarity among
lenders and borrowers. There was a general preference for simple metrics and eligibility rules, with
some participants suggesting the need to move beyond %NBS-based thresholds.

Participants highlighted that concessional rates can speed decision-making, particularly when
offered through schemes with defined timeframes, similar to solar panel or energy-efficiency loan
programmes. In this context, loans were framed as making seismic retrofit more “desirable”.

Despite broad support in principle, participants were clear that low-interest loans do not address
several critical barriers to seismic retrofit. A key limitation repeatedly identified was that many
owners do not have the ability to service any loan, regardless of how low the interest rate is. Market
conditions were also raised as a significant constraint. In contexts where there is limited tenant
demand or weak commercial upside, reducing the cost of borrowing alone was not seen as sufficient
to motivate retrofit. Several participants emphasised that low-interest loans improve feasibility only
where there is an underlying demand or value proposition to support investment. Participants
further noted that in some cases, particularly for owners with limited or fixed incomes, financial
constraints are such that even significantly concessional lending would not provide a viable pathway
to retrofit.

There was also recognition that loan schemes require careful scope definition, including restrictions
on eligible remediation activities and coverage amounts. Participants preferred private
lender-driven schemes supported or underwritten by government, rather than complex
government-administered products. Banks were seen as best placed to manage credit assessment
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and loan administration, with government involvement focused on reducing interest rates or
providing enabling support to incentivise lender participation, including guarantees.

Moreover, participants suggested that loan schemes should apply different parameters depending
on owner type, reflecting the distinct circumstances of residential and commercial owners.
Participants also noted that lenders could reduce interest rate margins where seismic remediation
improves asset quality and risk profiles. When providing loans, participants further suggested that
higher levels of interest-rate subsidy could be targeted to more complex cases, where feasibility and
risk barriers are greatest.

Potential unintended consequences identified included:
e owners defaulting on repayment
e funds being diverted to non-seismic purposes
o difficulty in monitoring loan use and outcomes
e limited impact where broader market conditions remain unfavourable

Taken together, discussions across tables indicate that low-interest loans are best understood as a
targeted enabler rather than a universal solution. They can materially improve feasibility and
accelerate decisions for commercial owners, investors, residential owners, and not-for-profit
organisations, and in some cases body corporates. However, participants also noted that
low-interest loans are easier to manage when directed at individual owners rather than body
corporates. Participants consistently stressed that low-interest loans do not overcome fundamental
constraints such as inability to service debt, weak market demand, or governance challenges. As a
result, their effectiveness depends heavily on context, complementary regulation, and careful
scheme design.

Tax Relief and Rates Relief

Participants generally viewed tax and/or rates relief as offering certainty and predictability at the
outset of a project, as owners can understand in advance what financial relief they will receive and
factor this into initial feasibility assessments. Participants identified several forms of tax-based
relief, including GST relief, local government rates relief, and income-tax write-offs or loss
recognition. These mechanisms were seen as making retrofit less cost-prohibitive by reducing net
expenditure and, in some cases, removing the need to compete for contestable grant funding, and
were seen as particularly relevant for EPBs

Income-tax offsets were highlighted as particularly powerful where applicable, with participants
noting international examples where such mechanisms have driven uptake. GST relief was seen as
especially relevant for body corporates given income-tax relief is unlikely feasible in a multi-owner
setting, and GST is payable in a residential apartment setting but not in a commercial setting.

While participants recognised that tax and rates relief can deliver local economic benefits and wider
contributions to economic output, they stressed that these effects depend on clear incentive design.
Potential market benefits were also identified, including the possibility of windfall gains where relief
makes buildings more attractive to developers, which could lead to asset turnover and
redevelopment potentially beneficial for some owners seeking an exit.
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Despite these advantages, participants were clear that tax and rates relief do not materially address
the upfront cost of strengthening itself. Reliefs such as GST is typically realised after costs are
incurred, meaning it does little to resolve early cash-flow barriers.

Several limitations were highlighted:

e tax relief tends to benefit owners with access to good accounting advice, potentially
favouring more sophisticated actors
e GST relief can become complex in mixed-use buildings, increasing administrative burden for
body corporates
o rates relief calculations are often opaque and difficult to navigate, reducing visibility and
accessibility (may require direct engagement with councils rather than being transparently
available online)
e for non-EPB buildings, participants questioned whether relief could be clearly justified in
terms of public benefit
From a fiscal perspective, participants acknowledged that tax and rates relief represent a loss of
government revenue, at least in the short term. However, some noted that targeted relief for EPBs
could reduce longer-term fiscal exposure, including potential natural hazard liabilities. Participants
also emphasised the need for greater clarity around the purpose and motivation of tax and rates
relief, noting uncertainty about whether such measures primarily encourage genuine seismic risk
reduction or simply enable owners to remove buildings from regulatory registers.

Overall, tax and rates relief were viewed as supporting incentives rather than primary drivers of
seismic retrofit. Participants identified targeted GST relief as having the potential to materially
reduce costs for body corporates and heritage building owners that are not GST-registered and
therefore unable to recover input tax. However, these mechanisms were generally seen to work
best once owners are already committed to remediation, improving certainty and affordability
rather than overcoming upfront financing or feasibility barriers.

Avoid Triggering Other Building Upgrade Requirements

Avoiding the inadvertent triggering of additional building upgrade requirements was identified as
an important cost-containment mechanism within the “Save Money” category. Participants
emphasised that seismic strengthening can often activate wider compliance obligations such as fire
safety, egress, or accessibility upgrades, significantly increasing cost and complexity beyond the
original scope of work.

Participants viewed this incentive as operating through regulatory clarity and discretion, rather than
direct financial support. Key elements included revisiting substantial alteration thresholds, allowing
case-by-case judgement, and providing leeway to make reasonable trade-offs where the primary
intent is to improve life safety. Clear guidance on what does and does not trigger additional
requirements was seen as critical. Moreover, participants stressed that a narrower focus on more
cost-efficient projects would deliver greater overall cost savings.

Participants also recognised that while clearer triggers may reduce overall project cost, they can also
lead to higher reliance on professional advice, potentially increasing consulting fees.
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Several risks were identified, including:

e potential loss of egress (If requirements are relaxed too much seismic strengthening might
proceed without upgrading exit routes) or broader compliance outcomes if trade-offs are
poorly managed

e perceptions of inconsistent or biased decision-making

e uncertainty during periods of legislative or regulatory transition

e continued lack of understanding among owners, reinforcing inequities based on access to
information.

Some participants also observed that reducing required strengthening levels (for example,
lower %NBS targets in the case of targeted retrofits) may not necessarily result in proportional cost
reductions, as many of the same structural interventions may still be required.

Overall, avoiding the inadvertent triggering of additional upgrade requirements was viewed as a
high-impact cost-containment mechanism that can materially improve the feasibility of seismic
retrofit, particularly in complex EPB and heritage contexts. Participants highlighted the importance
of preventing seismic strengthening work from activating wider regulatory obligations most notably
under the Resource Management Act (RMA) and related planning or consent processes which were
seen as a significant source of cost, uncertainty, and delay.

Access to Funds
Deferred and Concessional Loans

Deferred and concessional loans were discussed under the “Access to Funds” category and
participants distinguished these incentives from lower-interest loans by emphasising timing and
access rather than cost of borrowing.

Across discussions, deferred loans were framed as instruments that allow repayment to be
postponed potentially until sale or a later life-stage event thereby reducing immediate financial
pressure. This incentive was seen to enable action for owners who are unable to pay now but may
have longer-term asset value and may reduce immediate financial distress while still allowing
seismic risk to be addressed. It was highlighted that these loans should be deferred for a sufficient
period to meaningfully function as an incentive.

Participants also suggested that these loans could be means-tested or targeted to specific owner
groups, rather than offered universally. For commercial contexts, deferred or concessional loans
were seen as potentially useful as a time-limited incentive to encourage uptake among owners who
might otherwise delay action.

Discussion of access-to-funds mechanisms quickly shifted to structural and legal considerations,
including:

e who the borrower would be (individual owners versus a body corporate)

e how loans would be secured, particularly in multi-owner settings
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o how differing financial positions and incentives among owners affect willingness to take on
shared debt

e whether the loan meaningfully changes outcomes, for example by improving the desirability
or viability of the asset

Participants emphasised that any loan intended to improve access must create a real change in
circumstances, rather than simply shifting payment timing without addressing broader constraints.
Participants also cautioned that for some owners, deferral mechanisms may not address the
underlying issue of overall affordability, particularly where total project costs exceed the long-term
value of the asset.

Government backing through loan guarantees or underwriting was discussed as a potential way to
unlock lending where private finance is unavailable. However, participants expressed caution about
this approach, noting the risk that government could end up guaranteeing projects that are not
economically viable. Determining which projects or owners should be eligible for guarantees was
seen as a critical and challenging design question. Participants also noted that if guarantees are
called upon, government would need access to appropriate security, raising questions about fiscal
exposure and long-term risk management.

Despite their potential, participants were clear that deferred and concessional loans do not address
all barriers. In particular, they do not resolve process navigation challenges and bank confidence
issues. It was also highlighted that this approach shifts risk to government, creating uncertainty
around costs.

The Local Government New Zealand (LGNZ) Ratepayer Assistance Scheme (RAS) is a proposed
local-government-led, low-cost loan scheme designed to help ratepayers manage significant
upfront property-related costs by spreading repayments over long timeframes. During the
workshop, participants suggested that seismic remediation could be incorporated as an eligible
purpose within a similar RAS-type framework, alongside other property improvement loans,
enabling strengthening costs to be treated as long-term, property-attached investments rather than
immediate financial burdens.

Participants also pointed to the Infrastructure Funding and Financing Act (IFF) as a complementary
model. The IFF framework supports infrastructure investment through alternative financing
mechanisms that enable costs to be recovered over time from beneficiaries. Participants suggested
that a similar approach could be adapted for seismic remediation.

There was also interest in government-backed financing mechanisms that would lower the cost of
capital and improve access to loans. Examples included government-backed revolving finance funds
for building owners. Additional suggestions focused on blended and matched financing models, such
as dollar-for-dollar matching of zero- or low-interest loans, particularly for charities and other
non-profit building owners. These approaches were seen to share risk, improve affordability, and
enable retrofit for owners who may struggle to take on full debt independently.
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Access to Benefits
Access to Insurance

Access to insurance was discussed as a critical enabling factor under the “Access to Benefits”
category, with participants consistently emphasising that insurance functions as a system-level
gatekeeper rather than a stand-alone incentive. Participants noted that without access to insurance,
building owners are typically unable to obtain bank lending, refinance existing loans, or sell property,
effectively freezing decision-making regardless of willingness to remediate.

Participants highlighted that, for body corporates in particular, insurance premiums can consume a
substantial share of annual levies, leaving little or no budget for maintenance or strengthening
works. Where insurance cannot be obtained, owners may also face severe market consequences,
including buyers being unable to secure mortgages and lenders declining to engage. As a result,
access to insurance was framed less as a cost-reduction mechanism and more as a precondition for
accessing finance and functioning property markets.

Participants noted that insurers assess seismic-risk buildings as higher-risk assets and may be
reluctant to offer full replacement (reinstatement) cover. In some cases, insurers were seen to
prefer lower-value coverage models, such as indemnity-based or “functional” insurance.

From a lender perspective, participants observed that New Zealand banks tend to be highly
risk-averse, with full insurance often treated as a non-negotiable requirement for lending. This
contrasts with examples from overseas jurisdictions, such as California, where lending may still be
available for earthquake-vulnerable buildings without full insurance coverage. Participants
highlighted that the Unit Titles Act requirement for ‘full insurance value’ has been the subject of
stakeholder concern, with calls to review or amend the provision where full cover is increasingly
difficult, and expensive, to obtain.

Across discussions, improving access to insurance was consistently framed as having an enabling
effect, rather than directly motivating retrofit. In this sense, access to insurance was seen as
addressing a bottleneck that sits upstream of many other incentives.

However, it is noted that improving access to insurance involves significant complexity, with insurers
requiring detailed seismic risk assessments, facing unclear or inconsistent standards for assessing
risk, and often lacking sufficient information to support underwriting decisions. These challenges
were seen as limiting insurers’ ability to expand coverage with confidence. Participants further
observed that changes to insurance settings may have broader consequences, potentially altering
how seismic risk is perceived and managed across the New Zealand market, with implications
beyond individual buildings or owners.

Participants noted that the availability of full replacement cover varies over time and across
locations, depending on insurer capacity. Where insurers are unable to provide full replacement or
full insurable value, indemnity insurance is used instead. Insurer capacity and pricing are expected
to change again following future economic or seismic shocks. Participants also highlighted the role
of reinsurance in shaping insurance availability in New Zealand. Insurers transfer most earthquake
risk offshore through reinsurance programmes, retaining only a small share of exposure. Pricing and
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capacity are therefore influenced by portfolio-wide risk and reinsurance conditions, which change
year to year, rather than by the risk profile of individual buildings alone. Participants noted that
increased capacity has followed periods without major loss events.

In addition, participants identified parametric insurance as a potential missing mechanism.
Parametric insurance, which pays out based on predefined seismic event thresholds rather than
assessed damage, was seen as a possible way to improve access to insurance or insurance-like
benefits in circumstances where traditional indemnity insurance is unavailable, costly, or difficult to
obtain.

Development and Planning Incentives

Development and planning-based incentives were discussed as mechanisms that aim to improve the
overall feasibility and long-term viability of buildings facing seismic remediation.

In one discussion, grants were explicitly discounted as an option, with participants instead favouring
planning-related incentives that could unlock commercial value. These included allowing
remediation to be traded for planning leniency such as increased height limits, relaxed bulk or

density controls, or flexibility around facade as well as reducing procedural “red tape” associated
with compliance and consenting. Participants viewed these measures as potentially improving the

business case for seismic work by creating additional development or use opportunities.

Across discussions, participants also identified complementary development-oriented approaches,
including streamlining retrofit and redevelopment processes, offering development feasibility
studies for EPBs to improve saleability and use efficiency, and facilitating redevelopment pathways
where retrofit alone is not economically viable. In some cases, this extended to consideration of
buy-back schemes, enabling demolition where buildings cannot reasonably be strengthened, and
reviewing heritage constraints that limit feasible outcomes.

Participants were clear that development and planning incentives are highly context-dependent and
not suitable for all buildings or owner types.

Several risks were also identified, including:
e potential loss or erosion of heritage values
e unintended relaxation of other safety outcomes (such as fire or egress requirements)

e uneven distribution of benefits, favouring development-ready sites and well-resourced
owners

e may influence the approach taken to retrofit but is unlikely to be a decisive factor on its own.

Overall, development and planning incentives were viewed as context-specific enablers that
broaden the range of viable outcomes particularly for commercial buildings or sites with
redevelopment potential when integrated within a wider package of incentives and regulatory
settings.
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Make It Easier
Resources to Navigate the Retrofit Process

Resources to help owners navigate the retrofit process were consistently identified as a high-value
enabling incentive under the “Make it Easier” category. Participants across tables emphasised that
complexity, lack of knowledge and access to information, and fragmented responsibilities create
significant barriers to seismic remediation, increasing barriers to entry and reducing efficiency in
time and cost across the retrofit process. Participants consistently highlighted the complexity of the
consenting and retrofit process itself, rather than identifying aspects of the current system that
actively make it easier for owners to proceed.

Participants described several complementary approaches, including an ongoing, easily accessible
help desk that connects owners with the correct contacts and guidance, and a case-management
model in which a dedicated case manager supports owners through the process, including
coordination, sequencing, and, in some cases, document submission on their behalf. Participants
noted that while case management can be effective, it is resource-intensive and requires sustained
funding and institutional commitment. Several participants observed that building owners are often
not taken seriously by councils unless supported by professionals, reinforcing the value of structured
advisory and facilitation support.

Participants stressed that motivation often comes from knowing where to start and understanding
how the process unfolds. In this sense, clear pathways or roadmaps for retrofit were seen as
essential in building confidence, particularly for owners facing complex ownership structures or
unfamiliar regulatory environments. Participant experiences highlighted the difficulty of navigating
fragmented information across multiple sources, with some noting that even when attempting
retrofit, available guidance was insufficient and poorly coordinated.

Several participants highlighted the value of adapting proven models from other programmes (such
as leaky building remediation), including clear workflows, implementation pathways, and defined
roles. The use of panels of specialist seismic-retrofit engineers, pre-approved solutions, and targeted
training for engineers and builders was also seen to improve consistency and reduce reliance on
bespoke assessments, with some participants noting that “the fewer engineers involved, the
better”.

Participants highlighted the value of pre-consented or standardised strengthening solutions,
alongside a more defined, transparent, and collaborative consenting process. Clearer expectations
and early coordination across building consent authorities and planning functions were seen as
critical to ensuring regulatory processes are enabling rather than obstructive. Participants also
emphasised the importance of a centralised information hub or portal bringing together all relevant
legislative, regulatory, and guidance material, and clearly mapping the roles and responsibilities of
all entities involved in the retrofit process. For such a system to function effectively, it was noted
that buy-in from all relevant parties including councils, lenders, and insurers is essential. Participants
further suggested that navigation-based approaches could be tailored to different owner contexts,
with complementary financial incentives, such as access to loans, offered to encourage engagement
with these systems.
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Participants were clear that navigation resources do not address funding or insurance barriers on
their own. However, they were seen as essential complements to other incentives, helping ensure
those measures are accessible and usable in practice. Several risks were identified, including:

e poor-quality or inconsistent information dissemination

e bottlenecks or unclear accountability within case-management models

e human error

e loss of effectiveness if long-term government commitment and resourcing are not sustained
Additional risks and concerns were also raised. Participants highlighted the potential for corruption
or perceived bias if coordination is not neutral, reinforcing the importance of central government
oversight. Poorly managed transitions between systems or frameworks were seen as creating gaps
in support, and participants expressed a clear preference for getting the process right rather than
rushing implementation.

Governance-related barriers were also raised, particularly for body corporates. Participants
suggested that simplifying decision-making processes such as reducing voting thresholds or
adjusting governance settings could make it easier to resolve to undertake remediation where
seismic risk is clear.

Several participants identified the need for specialist facilitation and advisory support, including
trusted intermediaries to connect building owners with developers and delivery partners, curated
lists of consultants with proven retrofit experience (especially for heritage buildings), and access to
authoritative guidance similar to that provided by heritage organisations in comparable
jurisdictions. For heritage buildings in particular, participants emphasised the importance of greater
flexibility and outcome-focused decision-making, recognising the broader public value of heritage
preservation alongside improved seismic safety.

Finally, participants articulated a longer-term vision for navigation resources, emphasising the value
of a reusable, adaptable national framework that could be applied beyond seismic retrofit to other
building-related challenges, such as leaky buildings or post-disaster recovery. Moving away from
reactive, case-by-case approaches toward a consistent, future-proof system was seen as critical to
improving resilience and efficiency over time.

Make It Desirable

Seismic Rating and Certification

Seismic rating and certification were discussed under the “Make it Desirable” category as
mechanism intended to shape market perceptions and behaviour, rather than directly reduce costs
or provide access to funding. Participants framed these incentives as operating through improved
transparency, comparability, and confidence, influencing decisions by owners, tenants, insurers, and
lenders.

Participants suggested that a clear, consistent seismic rating or certification system could
differentiate buildings with higher seismic performance from lower-rated buildings, improving lease
ability, and saleability. Certification was seen as potentially supporting access to full replacement or
indemnity insurance and, by extension, mortgage availability. Participants emphasised that the
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ability to insure, mortgage, lease, and sell buildings strongly shapes owner behaviour, noting that
lack of insurance can lead to mortgage default and the inability to transact.

Participants also highlighted the need for ratings to be relative to location and building use, and to
be expressed in a clear, concise, and consistent manner. Some suggested that a multi-factor rating
approach incorporating fire safety, access, sustainability, and climate risk alongside seismic
performance could help keep earthquake-prone building risk in proportion and avoid
over-emphasising seismic hazards in isolation. At the same time, participants acknowledged that
rating systems may help identify obsolete assets, where demolition and redevelopment are more
appropriate than attempting to strengthen existing structures.

Participants were clear that seismic rating and certification are inherently blunt tools that do not,
on their own, address fundamental feasibility or funding barriers. While ratings may influence
perception and decision-making, they do not reduce retrofit costs, directly improve access to
finance, or resolve governance challenges in multi-owner buildings. Moreover, participants raised
concerns about rating systems that rely on assumptions, highlighting that such approaches are often
difficult to certify because of gaps in available information.

Participants also noted that different property asset classes respond to different drivers: residential
multi-level buildings face distinct ownership, affordability, and governance constraints compared
with office or low-rise mixed-use buildings. As a result, participants emphasised that rating-based
approaches are most effective where they are paired with incentives that provide a tangible payoff
for owners particularly to motivate non-mandatory retrofit.

Helping to Understand the Benefits of Seismic Risk Mitigation

Helping owners understand the benefits of seismic risk mitigation was discussed under the “Make
it Desirable” category as a low-cost, scalable incentive focused on awareness, understanding, and
perception rather than direct financial or regulatory leverage. Participants framed this incentive as
operating through improved communication, education, and storytelling to make the value of
seismic strengthening more visible and tangible.

Participants stressed the importance of moving beyond generic or technical messaging, such as
blogs or compliance-focused information, toward clear, compelling narratives that illustrate the
broader benefits of mitigation. This included demonstrating the contrast between strengthened
buildings and communities that recover quickly after earthquakes, and those characterised by
prolonged demolition, closure, or loss of activity.

Participants emphasised the value of qualifying and quantifying benefits, including co-benefits such
as sustainability outcomes, commercial performance, urban renewal, and architectural or aesthetic
improvements. Case studies were repeatedly highlighted as particularly effective, especially where
they showcase buildings that performed well during seismic events or avoided damage, disruption,
and loss of function.

Participants also emphasised that awareness-based incentives are most effective when they are part
of a broader package, reinforcing other financial, regulatory, or process-based supports rather than
attempting to motivate action in isolation. While costs were viewed as relatively low compared with
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other incentives, participants cautioned that messaging must be targeted and accessible to avoid
confusion or misalignment. Moreover, participants pointed to the importance of ensuring that the
sector has sufficient capacity and capability to deliver the retrofit work that awareness and
messaging initiatives are intended to promote.

Participants emphasised that desirability-based incentives need to go beyond signalling seismic
performance and instead strengthen confidence in long-term outcomes. In particular, they
highlighted the importance of greater certainty around post-earthquake repairability and insurance
recognition of strengthened buildings, noting that retrofit investment is less attractive where future
repair and reinstatement outcomes remain unclear. Participants also raised concerns about
longer-term financial and housing stability for owners, including the risk of residual debt or forced
sale following damage. Finally, they suggested that linking seismic strengthening to broader
place-making and revitalisation initiatives could help make strengthened buildings more attractive
places to live, work, and invest.

Incentive Fit Across Owner and Building Types

This section synthesises workshop insights to illustrate how different incentive types are more or
less suited to different owner groups and building contexts. The matrix below summarises the owner
groups and building contexts explicitly identified by participants as relevant for each incentive type.
Inclusion in the matrix indicates that a particular owner or building context was directly referenced
during workshop discussions as a potential target for the incentive.
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Table 4 Incentive fit across owner and building types

Body
. corporates /
| Non-EPB
Incentive . Co.mr?1erCIa multi-unit/ Heritage Not-for-profit on
Incentive building . X . . (Earthquake
Category residential buildings / community
owners . vulnerable)
building
owners
Get Grants v v v v
Money
Low-interest loans v v v v v
Tax relief & rates
Save relief v v v
Money
Avoid triggering
other upgrade v v v
requirements
Deferred
Access to . / v v v
concessional loans
Funds
Access to insurance v v v
Access to
Benefits Develf)pnjent. & v v v v
planning incentives
Resources to v
Make it | navigate retrofit v v v v v
Easier process (small)
Seismic rating &
certification v v v v
Make it el
. elping to
D bl
esirable | understand benefits v v v
of mitigation
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Key Insights from the Incentive—Owner—Building Matrix

No single incentive applies universally. Participants consistently identified different
incentives as relevant for different owner groups and building contexts, reinforcing the need
for targeted and context-specific approaches rather than one size fits all solutions.

Multi-unit residential buildings and body corporates are associated with the widest range of
incentives, reflecting the complexity of governance, financing, and decision-making in these
contexts. Grants, loans, regulatory flexibility, navigation support, and deferred payment
mechanisms were all identified as relevant for this group.

EPB owners feature prominently across most incentives, indicating that mandatory
remediation settings create both the strongest need for support and the clearest opportunity
for targeted intervention.

Financial incentives diverge by owner capacity rather than building risk alone. Grants and
deferred or concessional loans were specifically associated with owners lacking the means
to retrofit, while low-interest loans were identified for owners with existing borrowing
capacity, including commercial owners, body corporates, and not-for-profit organisations.

Access to insurance is a distinct and narrowly targeted enabler, identified primarily for
residential, not for profit, and non-EPB but earthquake-vulnerable buildings, highlighting its
role as a prerequisite for funding rather than a broad-based incentive.

Development and planning incentives are concentrated around commercial, developer, EPB,
and heritage contexts, where redevelopment potential or planning flexibility can materially
influence feasibility.

Process navigation resources apply across the most complex ownership and building types,
including body corporates, heritage buildings, mixed-use, and small commercial owners,
underscoring the central role of knowledge, sequencing, and coordination barriers.

“Make it desirable” incentives (ratings and awareness) were identified as broadly applicable
across EPB and non-EPB contexts.

Roles of Government, Institutions, and Regulation in Implementing Incentives

Across all incentive categories, participants consistently emphasised that successful implementation

depends as much on institutional roles and regulatory settings as on the incentives themselves. The

workshop discussions highlighted that no incentive operates in isolation; rather, delivery is shaped

by how responsibilities are distributed across central and local government, financial institutions,

insurers, and regulatory frameworks.

Role of Government and Public Institutions

Participants identified central government as having a foundational enabling role in most incentives,

particularly in setting national settings, providing funding, and establishing consistent frameworks.

This role was most prominent for incentives involving grants, deferred or concessional loans,

navigation resources, and regulatory clarity around retrofit pathways. Central government was also
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seen as best placed to underwrite risk where market mechanisms are insufficient, although
participants cautioned against assuming direct delivery or front-line administration in all cases.

Local government was viewed primarily as an implementation and interface layer, rather than the
primary driver. Councils were frequently identified as playing a role in:

e administering or supporting rates-based incentives

e applying regulatory discretion and guidance (e.g. around triggering upgrade requirements)
o facilitating development and planning incentives

e supporting local delivery of navigation resources and guidance.

However, participants stressed that variability across councils creates risk and uncertainty, and that
stronger central coordination and guidance is needed to ensure consistent application.

Financial institutions and insurers were identified as critical delivery partners, particularly for loan-
based incentives and access to benefits mechanisms such as insurance. Participants noted that
incentives relying on private finance are most effective when lender-driven, with government
involvement focused on interest subsidies, guarantees, or risk-sharing arrangements rather than
direct lending. Similarly, insurers were seen as central to enabling access to finance, but constrained
by uncertainty, inconsistent standards, and regulatory misalignment.

Overall, participants emphasised that incentives are most feasible where government plays an
enabling and coordinating role, rather than attempting to directly manage complex financial or
technical decisions best handled by specialist institutions.

Administrative Complexity, Scale, and Cost

Across incentives, participants consistently distinguished between:

e simple, low-cost incentives that scale easily (such as awareness-raising and targeted
guidance), and

e complex, resource-intensive incentives (such as grants, case management, deferred loans,
and navigating resources) that require sustained funding and institutional capacity.

Navigation resources and case-management approaches were seen as particularly valuable but
expensive to maintain, requiring long-term commitment, trained personnel, and clear
accountability. Similarly, grant programmes and concessional finance schemes were recognised as
carrying high fiscal cost and administrative effort, especially where eligibility assessment,
monitoring, and reporting are required.

Participants cautioned that incentives with high administrative overhead risk undermining their own
effectiveness if poorly resourced or implemented inconsistently. There was strong agreement that
incentive schemes should avoid excessive complexity, uncertainty, or transaction costs that deter
uptake.
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Role of Regulation

Regulation was consistently framed as a necessary but insufficient driver of seismic retrofit.
Participants emphasised that incentives must operate alongside regulation, rather than as
substitutes for it. Regulatory levers were seen as essential for setting minimum expectations, but
unlikely to motivate action on their own, particularly in complex ownership contexts.

Several regulatory issues emerged across incentive discussions:

e misalignment between statutory requirements (such as ‘full insurance value’ under the Unit
Titles Act) and market realities

e uncertainty around triggering additional upgrade requirements under building and planning
legislation

e lack of clear, consistent guidance on acceptable retrofit pathways
e uneven application of discretion across jurisdictions.

Participants also highlighted the importance of better understanding how regulatory requirements
interact with financial outcomes across different owner groups, noting that impacts may vary
significantly depending on ownership structure, access to finance, and market conditions.

Participants highlighted that regulatory clarity particularly around what is required, what is optional,
and what can be avoided is itself a powerful enabler, reducing risk, cost escalation, and decision
paralysis. In this sense, regulation plays both a constraining and enabling role, depending on how
clearly it is articulated and applied.

There was broad agreement that effective incentives often rely on a “carrot and stick” interaction,
where regulatory obligations create impetus for action and incentives reduce friction, cost, or risk
in meeting those obligations.

Taken together, workshop discussions indicate that the effectiveness of seismic incentives depends
on institutional alignment and regulatory coherence as much as on incentive design. Central
government leadership, clear allocation of roles, sustained resourcing, and consistent regulatory
application were all identified as prerequisites for success. Participants did not view incentives as
discrete policy tools, but as components within a broader system that must work together to enable
action at scale.

Equity Considerations Across Incentive Types

Equity considerations emerged consistently across all incentive categories, with participants
highlighting that building owners are not equally positioned to benefit from or respond to
incentives. Differences in financial capacity, tenure, governance structures, access to professional
advice, and market position were seen as shaping both the feasibility of retrofit and the
effectiveness of incentive mechanisms.

Across financial incentives, participants noted that grants and deferred or concessional loans were
most relevant to owners who lack the means to retrofit, including some residential owners, body
corporates, not-for-profit entities, and heritage building owners. These incentives were viewed as
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playing an important equity role by addressing situations where owners are required to act but
cannot realistically access market-based finance. However, participants also cautioned that grants
and concessional lending carry equity trade-offs, including the risk of public subsidy supporting
private assets and uneven distribution of benefits if eligibility criteria are not carefully designed.

In some cases, participants described situations where the cost of retrofit may exceed the value of
the building or individual units, creating conditions in which owners face significant financial loss
regardless of the pathway chosen. These situations were seen as particularly acute in multi-owner
residential buildings with mixed financial capacity.

Participants noted that while low interest loans improve feasibility for some, they do little for
owners who cannot service debt at all, raising equity concerns for retirees, low-income households,
and multi-owner residential buildings with mixed financial capacity.

Tax relief and rates relief were viewed as offering greater certainty and cost relief for some owners,
particularly body corporates and heritage buildings, but participants highlighted equity limitations.
Income-based tax relief was seen as less useful for residential owners on fixed or low incomes, while
rates relief was viewed as more immediately beneficial for some households but uneven in
availability and transparency across jurisdictions. Participants also noted that complexity in applying
for or calculating relief may advantage more sophisticated or better-resourced owners.

For access to benefit incentives, particularly insurance, equity issues were raised around differential
access to funding and market participation. Participants observed that residential owners,
non-profit organisations, and non-EPB but earthquake-vulnerable buildings may face
disproportionate challenges where insurance is unavailable or unaffordable, effectively locking
these owners out of lending and property markets. The ability to navigate insurance constraints or
secure specialist advice was seen as unevenly distributed.

Development and planning incentives were recognised as creating opportunities primarily for
commercial owners and developers, particularly in main centres or redevelopment-ready sites.
Participants acknowledged that while such incentives can unlock value and feasibility in some
contexts, they may also concentrate benefits among owners with assets capable of redevelopment,
with limited applicability for residential or multi-owner buildings.

Across process-based incentives, including making it easier to navigate retrofit requirements,
participants consistently identified equity as a central concern. Owners with limited knowledge,
time, or resources were seen as facing higher barriers to entry, while those able to purchase
specialist advice progressed more easily. Navigation support, case-management approaches, and
centralised guidance were therefore framed as equity-enhancing measures, helping to reduce
reliance on personal networks or paid intermediaries. At the same time, participants cautioned that
such systems must be carefully designed to avoid disproportionately benefiting already
well-resourced owners.

In multi-owner settings, participants implicitly distinguished between whether remediation is
financially achievable (“can this be funded?”) and whether it represents a justifiable or appropriate
investment outcome for owners (“should this be done?”), particularly where likely outcomes include
loss of equity or long-term financial hardship.
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Finally, “make it desirable” incentives, such as seismic rating, certification, and awareness-raising,
were seen as broadly applicable across owner types, but participants noted that the ability to act on
information produced by these mechanisms varies significantly. Smaller or independent owners may
gain awareness without having the means to respond, reinforcing the need for such incentives to
be paired with measures that address affordability, access to finance, and governance constraints.
Overall, participants emphasised that equity does not arise automatically from incentive availability.
Instead, equity outcomes depend on how incentives are targeted, combined, and delivered, and
whether they recognise differing owner capacities, ownership structures, and market contexts.
Designing incentives with explicit attention to these differences was seen as essential to avoiding
uneven or unintended outcomes.
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Summary

Findings from the workshop consistently point to seismic remediation barriers being multi-
dimensional, with no single incentive sufficient to overcome them. High upfront costs, debt-
servicing constraints, the “system-level gatekeeper” of insurance availability, governance
complexity, and process fragmentation don’t operate in isolation, but interact and compound.
Incentive design must reflect this.

Across all incentive categories, effectiveness depended less on the incentive itself and more on the
conditions surrounding it. Institutional alignment, including clear roles for central and local
government, coordination with lenders and insurers, and consistent regulatory application,
emerged as a prerequisite for effective implementation. Where these conditions are absent, even
well-designed incentives were perceived as unlikely to produce meaningful outcomes.

Equity cannot be assumed, with owners differing significantly in financial capacity, governance
structures, access to professional advice, and market position. Incentives that appear broadly
available in design may in fact favour more sophisticated or well-resourced owners in practice. This
can reinforce existing disparities, rather than alleviate them. Deliberate targeting and careful design
are necessary to manage this.

Taken together, there is strong consensus that incentives must function as part of a coherent
system, aligned with regulation, institutional capacity, and market realities. While no single
incentive can unlock seismic retrofit at scale, a targeted, well-coordinated mix of incentives
designed with equity, feasibility, and implementation in mind has the potential to materially
improve outcomes across both EPBs and earthquake-vulnerable buildings in New Zealand.

The findings presented in this report reflect a synthesis of participant perspectives on the role,
potential, and limitations of different incentive mechanisms to support seismic retrofit. While these
insights highlight key barriers and enabling conditions, they also point to areas where additional
work may be required to translate these insights into practice. The following section draws on these
themes to outline a set of potential pathways for further consideration, grounded in the issues
raised during the workshop.
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Where to from here: building
on workshop insights

The workshop was not designed to generate formal policy recommendations. Rather, it aimed to
surface implementation-focused insights into the role and limitations of different incentive
mechanisms. Participants’ discussions consistently pointed to a set of areas where further work may
be required to translate these insights into practicable approaches. The pathways outlined below
reflect recurring themes identified across discussions and are intended as potential areas for further
investigation, development, or alignment.

Addressing limits to feasibility

Participants identified that, in some cases, the cost of seismic remediation may exceed the value of
the building or individual units. These situations raise questions about how the current system
responds when compliance is technically required but financially unviable.

Further work may be needed to:
e clarify how such cases might be identified and assessed in practice
e understand what pathways currently exist where retrofit is not feasible
e explore how similar challenges are approached in other jurisdictions

e consider the quantum of incentive (in addition to the type of incentive) that may be required
improve feasibility

Expanding access to finance beyond conventional debt models

Financial incentives, particularly loans, were widely seen as necessary but not universally sufficient.
Participants noted that some owners are unable to service debt under any terms, limiting the
effectiveness of debt-based approaches.

Further work may be needed to:
e explore financing models that operate beyond standard debt-servicing frameworks
e assess the applicability of property-linked or long-term repayment mechanisms

e better understand the role of risk-sharing or underwriting in enabling access to finance
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Improving system alignment across regulation, insurance, and lending

Misalignment between regulatory requirements, insurance settings, and lending practices was
consistently identified as a constraint on retrofit feasibility.

Further work may be needed to:

e clarify the interaction between insurance requirements, lending criteria, and regulatory
obligations

e improve consistency in how seismic risk is assessed across institutions

e identify and address system-level bottlenecks that limit access to finance and decision-
making

Supporting decision-making in multi-owner contexts

Multi-unit residential buildings and body corporates were identified as particularly complex, due to
fragmented ownership, differing financial capacities, and governance constraints.

Further work may be needed to:
e better understand decision-making dynamics within multi-owner settings
e explore the role of regulatory requirements in this dynamic (i.e. Unit Titles Act)

e identify mechanisms that support coordination across owners with different capacities and
incentives

e strengthen access to navigation, facilitation, or case-management support

Strengthening the evidence base for targeted intervention

Participants highlighted that the effectiveness of incentives depends on how well they are targeted
to different owner groups and building contexts.

Further work may be needed to:
e improve understanding of how costs, risks, and outcomes are distributed across owner types

o develop more detailed typologies linking building characteristics, ownership structures, and
feasibility

e build a stronger empirical evidence base on retrofit costs and outcomes

o identify the point at which the incentive to building owners is sufficient to promote action,
the cost to government of delivery is proportionate, and together these generate sufficient
national risk reduction benefit to justify the investment
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Designing incentives as part of an integrated system

A consistent theme across workshop discussions was that incentives do not operate in isolation.
Their effectiveness depends on how they interact with regulation, institutional roles, and market
conditions.

Further work may be needed to:

o explore how different incentive types can be combined in coherent and context-specific
ways

e clarify institutional roles and delivery responsibilities across central and local government,
and market actors

e ensure that incentives, regulation, and market mechanisms are aligned in their objectives
and operation
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Appendixes

Building Owner Typology

OWNERSHIP TYPE

Owner Type

Typical Constraints

Private commercial building
owners

Must justify retrofit financially; uncertain return on investment; tenants may capture some
benefits (split incentives).

Public / government building
owners

Budget cycles and capital constraints; political scrutiny; competing public investment priorities.

Residential property owners

Limited access to capital; retrofit costs may exceed perceived property value gains.

Community / not-for-profit
owners

Limited financial resources; reliance on grants or fundraising; buildings often older and costly
to retrofit.

OWNER CAPACITY

Typical Constraints

Owner Type

Institutional investors

Decisions driven by portfolio returns; retrofit must compete with other investment

opportunities.

Small private landlords

Limited financial and technical capacity; retrofit decisions often reactive rather than strategic.

Owner-occupiers

Emotional attachment to property but limited capital; retrofit competes with other business or
household investments.

BUILDING CHARACTERISTICS

Building Type

Typical Constraints

Heritage buildings

Retrofit options constrained by heritage protections; higher engineering complexity; higher
retrofit costs.

Non-heritage buildings

Fewer regulatory constraints but owners may question whether retrofit is worthwhile relative
to redevelopment.

Small buildings (low capital
value)

Retrofit costs represent a large proportion of building value; owners may choose demolition
instead.

Large complex buildings

Engineering solutions are complex and expensive; disruptions to tenants during retrofit; long
project timelines.

REGULATORY STATUS

Regulatory Status

Typical Constraints

Buildings on the Earthquake-
Prone Building (EPB) register

Legal deadlines to retrofit or demolish; financial pressure to comply; potential loss of building
value or tenancy.

Earthquake-vulnerable
buildings not on EPB register
(e.g. post 1976)

Limited regulatory pressure to retrofit; owners may delay action due to uncertainty about
future regulation or risk perception.
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Sticker Based Activity Templates
Get Money

Add a sticker beside the incentive(s) you are most interested in. Write down any missing incentives in the
space provided.

Incentive ‘ Place a sticker
Grants

Any missing incentives? Write them below.

Save Money

Add a sticker beside the incentive(s) you are most interested in. Write down any missing incentives in the
space provided.

Incentive ‘ Place a sticker

Tax-relief

Rates relief

Insurance premium reductions

Low-interest loans

Consent-fee waivers

Engineering or design fee rebates
(e.g., assessment or design cost
reimbursement)

Amnesty from future strengthening

Avoid  financial penalties or
enforcement action

Avoid triggering other building
upgrade requirements

Any missing incentives? Write them below.
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Access to Funds

Add a sticker beside the incentive(s) you are most interested in. Write down any missing incentives in the
space provided.

Incentive Place a sticker ‘

Loans for strengthening

Concessional or deferred-
repayment loans

Guarantees (i.e., third party backing
of financing)

Any missing incentives? Write them below.

Access to Benefits

Add a sticker beside the incentive(s) you are most interested in. Write down any missing incentives in the
space provided.

Incentive ‘ Place a sticker ‘

Access to insurance

Access to finance (for purposes
other than strengthening)

Development
o Transfer of development

rights
o Density bonuses
Planning concessions (e.g.
minimum apartment size

requirements for conversions)

Any missing incentives? Write them below.
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Make it Easier
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Add a sticker beside the incentive(s) you are most interested in. Write down any missing incentives in the

space provided.

Incentive

Case management and facilitation
approaches

‘ Place a sticker ‘

Resources to navigate retrofit
process (e.g., guidance,
professional advice)

Availability of/access to alternative
premises during retrofit

Any missing incentives? Write them below.

Make it Desirable

Add a sticker beside the incentive(s) you are most interested in. Write down any missing incentives in the

space provided.

Incentive

Seismic rating system or
certification

‘ Place a sticker ‘

Enhanced public understanding on
benefits of reducing seismic
building risk

Enhanced business-case
development capacity

Any missing incentives? Write them below.
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Table Worksheet Template

Seismic Incentives Worksheet
14 April 2026

Incentive category:

Within your assigned category, review the list of incentives.
As a group choose one incentive to focus on for the rest of the worksheet.

Incentive chosen

How would the
incentive work
(brief description)
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Activity 1. Evaluate the assigned incentive
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Evaluate how effective your chosen incentive might be in encouraging seismic retrofit.

What are the key seismic retrofit barriers this
incentive would or wouldn’t address? Why?

Which types of building owners would respond
most strongly / would the incentive be most
effective for? Why?

(Refer to the Building Owner Categories Sheet —
consider ownership type, characteristics and
building characteristics)

Would the incentive be best suited to support
EPB or non-EPB remediation? Why?

Would this incentive genuinely motivate building
owners to retrofit? Why?

Would the incentive work better alongside
regulation or independently? Why?

What scale of incentive or specific features might
be required to influence behaviour? Why?
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Activity 2. Implementation challenges
Consider the practical challenges of implementing your chosen incentive.

Who would need to fund or administer it? (e.g.,
central government, councils, others)

Would the incentive be simple or complex to
administer? Why?

What would this incentive cost to implement?
(i.e., cost-related factors)

Are there equity considerations between
different types of building owners? (Refer to the
Building Owner Categories Sheet)

What unintended consequences might there be
from this incentive?

-
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Activity 3. Key message for policymakers
If you could give policymakers one key message based on your discussion, what would it be?
You may wish to reflect on:

e Which barriers matter most?

e What is effective about your chosen incentive?

e Are there any other considerations that need to be understood to support building owners to

undertake retrofit?

Write a short message that summarises your table’s main insight.
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