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In addition a statement on all LIMs and PIMs was included to make readers of these documents 
aware of the Earthquake-prone, Dangerous and Insanitary Building Policy, and how it could affect 
them.  
 
Summary of 2011 policy 
 
The 2011 review of the policy resulted in an ‘active approach’ being adopted. The implementation 
of the policy now involves: 
 

 An initial desktop review by Council building officers to ascertain possible earthquake-prone 
buildings. A list is currently being collated with buildings falling into one of four categories 
which follow the Department of Building and Housing’s guidelines. Follow-up investigations 
will be prioritised according to these categories. The desktop review has been scheduled to 
be completed before the end of 2013. 
 

 Once the desktop review has been completed, a programme to carry out an initial 
evaluation of performance in an earthquake by using the NZSEE Initial Evaluation Process 
(IEP) methodology will be undertaken from 2014 to 2016. If the IEP identifies that the 
building is likely to be earthquake-prone, further assessment may be required.  
 

 The Council will write to owners of buildings the IEP has identified as likely to be 
earthquake-prone, advising them of this status and providing them with an opportunity to 
discuss options. 
 

 Owners may be required to do a detailed assessment on buildings identified as likely to be 
earthquake-prone in the IEP, unless otherwise agreed in discussion following the IEP. This 
detailed assessment must be administered by a suitably qualified person – i.e. a Chartered 
Professional Engineer with expertise in Earthquake Engineering.  
 

 If this assessment finds a building to be earthquake-prone, action will then involve Council 
serving formal notice requiring work to be carried out on the building, within a time stated in 
the notice, to remove or reduce the danger accordingly, by strengthening the building to at 
least 67% of the current building code where practicable. Timeframes are dependent on 
which category the building falls into and range from 15 to 30 years. 
 

In the meantime and in addition to the above: 
 When an application for a consent for a significant alteration to a building is received, the 

building owner would be required to provide a report on the strength of the building. If the 
report deems the building strength to be less than 33% of the building code the building 
would be required to be strengthened to at least 67% of the current building code where 
practicable as part of the building consent or within a timeframe agreed with the Council. 
 

 When an application for a consent involving a change of use is received the requirements 
of the Building Act for the building to be strengthened to as near as is reasonably 
practicable the strength of a new building would be followed. 

 
In addition, a statement on all LIMs and PIMs makes readers of these documents aware of the 
Earthquake-prone, Dangerous and Insanitary Building Policy. 
 
2. If your council has taken steps in relation to its earthquake prone policy since the Canterbury 

Earthquakes, or intends to do so, please advise to what extent your Council has or intends to 
consult with the following groups: 
 Property owners 
 Tenants 
 The community generally 
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