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Christchurch
City Council e+

~4 UG 10

1 August 2011

Stephen Mills QC

Counsel Assisting

Canterbury Earthquakes Royal Commission
PO Box 14053

CHRISTCHURCH, 8544

Dear Stephen
REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS

| refer to your letter of 21 July 2011. Pursuant to section 4C Commissions of Inquiry Act
1908, you have requested that the Council provide to the Royal Commission a copy of the
report “Building Evaluation Transition Team — Processes Used and Lessons Learnt Following
the Darfield Earthquake of 4 September 2010". | enclose a copy of this report and the
related appendices.

The report was prepared by Sisirc Consulting Limited and McNulty Engineering Management
Limited, at the request of the Inspections and Enforcement Unit of the Christchurch City
Council.

The Inspections and Enforcement Unit Manager has not completed a review of the report.
Furthermore, the report includes legal analysis which has not been reviewed by the Legal
Services Unit of the Christchurch City Council. Therefore, the report enclosed has not been
finalised from the Council’s perspective.

The report was requested to assist the Council with its debrief processes following the 4
September 2010 earthquake. The events of 22 February 2011 occurred prior to the report
being finalised. The experiences following 22 February 2011 will now form an integral part of
the Council's debrief processes. The conclusions reached in the report from Sisirc
Consulting Limited and McNulty Engineering Management Limited will be reviewed in the
context of this wider debrief process.

Given the circumstances outlined above, the report does not necessarily represent the
Council’s view of its building evaluation processes following the 4 September 2010
earthquake, or on the legislation relating to these processes.

Yours faithfully

\

Peter Mitchell
General Manager
Regulation and Democracy Services

11/392153

« PO Box 73016  Christchurch 8154 «Telephone (03) 941 8999 « Email peter. mitchell@ccc.govt.nz
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Disclaimer: This report has been prepared at the specific request of Christchurch City
Council in connection with Christchurch City Council’s Building Evaluation Transition Team
system close out and for this purpose only.

Only Christchurch City Council is entitled to rely upon this report, and then only for the
purpose stated above. Sisirc Consuting Limited and McNulty Engineering Management
Limited accept no liability to anyone other than Christchurch City Council in any way in
relation to this report and the content of it and direct or indirect effect this report may have.

Sisirc Consuting Limited and McNulty Engineering Management Limited does not
contemplate anyone else relying on this report or that it will be used for any other purpose.

Should anyone wish to discuss the content of this report with Sisirc Consuting Limited and
McNulty Engineering Management Limited they are welcome to contact either of the
addressess stated below:

Sisirc Consulting Ltd
PO Box 183
Christchurch 8140

Or
McNulty Engineering Management Ltd

PO Box 193
HOKITIKA
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1 Glossary

BAU Business as Usual

BET TEAM  Building Evaluation Transition Team

BRO Building Recovery Office

CCC Christchurch City Council

CDE Civl Defence Emergency

CDEM Civil Defence Emergency Management

CSR Customer Service Request

DBH Department of Building & Housing

CPEng Chartered Professional Engineer, New Zealand

EOC Emergency Operations Centre

NZSEE New Zealand Society for Earthquake Engineering

TMC Traffic Management Coordinator, Transport Safety Team (CCC)
Reg&D Regulation and Democracy Unit, Regulatory Services Group (CCC)
I&E Inspections and Enforcement Unit, Regutatory Services Group (CCC)

Building Safety Evaluation Inspection Categories:

RED UNSAFE
R1 Significant damage, repairs required, strengthening possible.
R2 Severe damage, demolition likely.
R3 At risk from adjacent premises or from ground failure.

YELLOW RESTRICTED ENTRY

Y1 Short term entry.
Y2 No entry to parts until secured or demolished.
GREEN INSPECTED — NO RESTRICTION ON USE OR OCCUPANCY
G1 Occupiable, no immediate further investigation required.
G2 Occupiable, repairs required.
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2 Introduction

The Building Evaluation Transition Team (BET Team) was established by the Christchurch City
Council on 20 September 2010 at the start of the Recovery phase following the 4 September
2010 Darfield Earthquake (main shock). The team’s purpose was to maintain an accurate
Building Safety Evaluation schedule (identifying dangerous or insanitary properties); provide
technical structural engineering support to various entities within the Christchurch City Council,
such as advising Traffic Management Services on cordon placement for public safety; to co-
ordinate the monitored access to cordoned areas (particularly high profile cordons such as
Manchester Courts Building); and to respond to customer requests to investigate potentially
dangerous buildings.

Christchurch City Council implemented the NZSEE Guideline for Building Safety Evaluation
During a State of Emergency - August 2009 following the activation of the EOC on 4
September 2010. The NZSEE Guidelines identify a process for the rapid assessment of
properties and a classication system to triage the extent of damage. The process and
associated documentation (Level 1 and Level 2 Assessment Forms; Red, Yellow, Green
placards) were the foundations of all records managed by the BET Team.

3 Purpose of Report

This report addresses the BET Team's establishment and operation. The report documents the
situation as at the 29 October 2010. Recommendations included in the body of the reprt are
summarised in Section 4. A brief summary of events is provided in Section 5, followed by an
outline of the development of the BET team in Section 6. The processes and procedures used
and developed with supporting documentation and information needs are covered in Section 7.
Lessons learnt are outlined, and residual risks to be addressed by the Inspections and
Enforcement Team of Christchurch City Council are listed in Section 8.

This work was carried out under the direction of and for the Christchurch City Council Unit
Manager, Inspections & Enforcement.

An addendum to this report, “Section 9: Aftershocks and Afterthoughts” was developed
following the Boxing Day aftershock. This section comments specifically on activities that took
place as part of the immediate response to the event. The section is not intended as a full
review of the response to the event. It highlights matters of concern which the authors believe
should be addressed immediately by the Council.
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4 Recommendations

The authors recommend that Christchurch City Council take action to ensure:
o An Emergency Plan and Operating Procedures are developed within the 2010/11
financial year to effectively manage the application of the NZSEE Building Evaluation
Guidelines:

o The Emergency Plan should include:

The role of the building evaluation (& rescue) team within an activated EOC

» The organizational structure of the building evaluation team

= The legislation and guidelines governing the activities of the building
evaluation team

= The interaction of CDEM Legislation (operating under a declaration), the
Building Act (operating without a declaration) and the EOC management
structure/reporting systems.

= Designation of Building Evaluation Managers (appointed prior to an event),
and documentation of required skills, knowledge, experience and expected
involvement in planning/training.

o The Operating Procedures should include:

= Activation procedures

= Procedures for allocating and tracking field inspection teams

= Consistent templates and process maps

» A system to track properties through the process of identification (as a
dangerous property); s124 notice issue (if relevant); engineering evaluation
report acceptance; lifting of placard status/notice.

= Contingencies for management of specific situations

= A guideline for maintenance of fire egress / fire safety when establishing
cordons and clearing buildings for public access.

* Details of training content, form and frequency for CCC staff and expectations
of attendance.

= Training and/or systems for engineers to provide greater clarity when
reporting different types of building failure.

e Planning for staff welfare and interpersonal relations requirments — including hosting of
building evaluation section debrief.

¢ A Communications Plan template is developed for the Building Evaluation Section (if it is
not included in the overall Communications Plan) to ensure that messages from all key
Council stakeholders (Building Evaluation, Enforcement, Consents/Building Recovery,
Heritage, Recovery Office/Task Groups and Communications Team) are consistent.

¢ Council is involved in the development of an information management programme
allowing for data to populate discrete, discoverable fields in a universal script, preferably
using emergency management compatible language/software.

¢ Image files collected by the BET Team are reviewed and transferred into the Council’s
information management system.

¢ Where the status of a building was updated as a result of the Christchurch Certification of
Commercial Premises document, actions taken by building owners to strengthen
buildings (to meet s112 of the Act) by 4 September 2013 deadline are monitored.

s A review of building evaluation records to identify potential issues with conservative
evaluation of properties during Rapid Assessment phase (also consider variance between
assessment teams) is completed.

e Consider mechanism for updating the database in real time. Options include digitised
data entry (digital pens, iPads etc), and web-enabled tracking systems (TracPlus).
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5 Background

On 4 September 2010 at 0435 NZT a Magnitude 7.1 earthquake with an epicentre situated at
Darfield in Canterbury occurred. The earthquake was felt in many parts of New Zealand.
Damage to the Canterbury area was significant, and the towns of the Selwyn and Waimakariri
Districts and Christchurch City were the worst affected.

The fault that caused the earthquake has been named the Greendale Fault. It is a previously
unknown fault under the Canterbury Plains. The rupture on the fault broke through to the
ground surface from many kilometres below and created a 29 km long east-west running scarp
in the land between the Hororata River and Railway Road near Rolleston. Up to 4.6 metres
horizontal and 1.5 metres of vertical of permanent offset has been recorded across the fault at
the ground surface (Canterbury Emergency Management Group, 2010).

Christchurch City Council activated its response plan and established an Emergency
Operations Centre (EOC). This EOC operated continuously from 0530 hours on 4 September
until 1200 hours on 17 September 2010.

Among the many activities carried out from this EOC was building safety evaluation. This work,
with its methodology based on guidelines prepared by the New Zealand Society for Earthquake
Engineering (New Zealand Society For Earthquake Engineers, 2009) was directed by a
specialist engineering management team.

As the Response phase of the emergency (Declaration under the Civil Defence and Emergency
Management Act 2002) wrapped up and the Recovery phase ramped up, building assessment
and repair transitioned to operating under the Building Act 2004. A small team of building
inspectors, engineers, and administrators formed as the Building Evaluation Transition Team
(BET Team), reporting to the Inspections & Enforcement Unit of Regulatory and Democracy
Services, based at the Christchurch City Council offices on Hereford Street.

In the 55 days following the earthquake the Christchurch City Council inspected some 9196
buildings within the Christchurch Central Business District, along the main arterial roads
spreading out of the city’s centre, and several residential suburbs. At the date of this recording
period (29 October 2010), some 354 Red (Unsafe — Do not enter or occupy), 978 Yellow
(Restricted Use — No entry except on essential business), and 7927 Green (Inspected — No
restriction on use or occupancy) buildings were placarded.
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6 Building Evaluation Transition Team

6.1 Purpose

Details of the BET Team purpose can be found in the Project Charter, attached to this report
(Attachment 1).

6.2 Objectives

Objectives encompassed the following:

1. Respond to customer service requests (CSR) regarding collapsed/potentially unstable
buildings within 5 working days.

2. Carry out follow-up inspections of unstable structures (prioritised from CSRs and/or
identified by inspections teams) and cordons on a daily basis.

3. Maintain records of post-earthquake damage status of buildings by implementing

processes for reviewing external engineering assessments (within two-working days)

and submitting updated information to the data-hub.

Co-ordinate supervised access into cordoned areas / Red ‘R3'" placarded buildings.

Develop a handover manual for the BRO documenting procedures established, and

residual risks associated with the project

o~

6.3 Team Structure

The BET Team had two main functions — a technical/engineering function and an administrative
function. The technical functions were performed by Council Building Inspectors supported by
CPEng Engineers (on contract). The administrative function was supported by Council staff
(Regulation & Democracy/Building Control background) with temporary staff filling additional
roles. The BET Team was lead by a Project Manager with an emergency management
background and extensive experience in the City Council with the benefit of having established
relationships and networks.
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6.4 Deliverables

1. Current and accurate inspection files on all buildings inspected and rated as “No Entry”
(Red) or “Restricted Entry” (Yellow) to handover to CCC Enforcement Team for the issuing
of Building Act {2004 ) section 124(1) (c) notices.

2. A handover manual, to include the following:

e Street map with building inspection sites identified (Att 2: Geographic Distribution)

Dangerous building identification procedure (Att 5)

Accepting Building Owner engineer's report procedure (Att 7)

Red placarded building entry procedure (Att 14)

R3 building entry procedure (Att 15)

Schedule of cordons (Att 10 & Att 11)

Cordon change procedure (Att 12)

Barricade change procedure (Att 13)

1 R3 classificalion refers 1o a building thai is unsafe because of hazards posed by adjacent premises
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6.5 Definition of Completion Criteria

By 15 October 2010 — All buildings within the project scope have been re-inspected and have
either (i) had a recommendation presented to the CCC Enforcement Team for issue of a
Dangerous Building notice; or (ii) have had their placard removed.

The handover report to the customer will provide accurate ‘current-state’ to 29 October 2010
detail of buildings that are Dangerous (No-Entry) and those which require repair (Limited Entry)
as defined by the Building Act (2004), including Canterbury Earthquake (Building Act) Order in

Council 2010.

6.6 Final Project Status

It was decided that the Council would not, during the first four weeks of the BET project,
systematically reassess all buildings issued with Red & Yellow placards during the emergency.
The rationale for this was that the issuing of s124 Dangerous Building repair notices on building
owners at this time, whilst they were still in negotiations with insurers (including EQC) was not
helpful, as many building owners still have little control of the time it will take to make good their
repairs. This was felt to be particularly the case for residential property owners.

As a result of the decision not to commence the auditing procedures immediately, the full audit
of commercial buildings placarded during the State of Civil Defence Emergency (to
determine/confirm the current building status) was not completed until the 20 October 2010.
Five hundered and eighty properties were included in the audit.

During the audit (5 October — 20 October) s124 Dangerous Building notices were issued to
properties that had not previously been issued with a CDE placard, or where detailed
engineering evaluations indicated that the building condition was deterioriating. At 29 October
2010, one hundred and thirty one s124 notices were issued as a result of evaluations by the

BET Team.

6.7 Progress in Priority Suburbs

Political and media attention focussed effort on particular suburbs during the project, which
resulted in the BET team carrying out additional activities that would normally be expected to
be the building owners responsibility:

e Rubble cleared from Colombo Street (Sydenham & Beckenham)

* Rubble cleared from Riccarton Road sites.

» Design and costing of propping system to enable withdrawal of cordons and potentially
occupancy of properties.

A report (Attachment 3) on the Sydenham building recovery situation? identified twenty-five
properties as damaged following the main shock. Cordons were established around these
properties during the CDE and remained in place as of the 29 October 2010. In most cases,
property owners liased with Council (Heritage, Strategy & Planning, BRO and/or BET Team)
and their insurers to attempt to resolve the damage to their buildings. Progress was stilted, in

some cases stalled.

In an effort to focus on returning the city to full functionality as early as possible Council
investigated, and eventually chose, the option of issuing s124 notices to building owners
requiring that they secure the hazard posed by the building within a 5 day period or the Council
would take action on their behalf. The first of these notices were issued following the

completion of the project.

2 A simitar report was completed identifying 23 properties in the CBD fitling the same criteria (Atiachment 27).
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7 Evaluation & Management Processes & Procedures

7.1 Building Evaluations

7.1.1 General

As with the Gisborne Earthquake of December 2007 and the Newcastle Earthquake of 1989,
the Canterbury or Darfield Earthquake of 4 September 2010 was an indicator event — moderate
in earthquake engineering terms. Unreinforced masonry veneer buildings with no earthquake
strengthening performed as expected in this type of earthquake, with large amounts of veneer
cascading onto street frontages, especially from buildings with large parapets or large mass
unsupported above roof lines. Buildings with minimal earthquake strengthening work (installed
to less than 33% code prior to 4 September 2010) were anecdotally reported® to have sustained
less damage than identical structures with no strengthening.

The BET field inspection teams consisted of contracted CPEng registered engineers and
territorial authority Building Inspectors. Christchurch City Council Building Inspectors were
joined by colleagues from Timaru District Council, Marlborough District Council, Tasman
District Council, and Dunedin City Council. The visiting Building Inspectors each worked with
the BET Team for 1 week, on a rolling relief basis. Some individuals returned to Christchurch
for several 'shifts’ with the BET Team. For a full schedule of personnel employed on the BET
Team project until 29 October 2010 refer to Attachment 4,

The BET Team maintained a schedule of buildings deemed ‘dangerous’ buildings (s121
Building Act 2004) as a result of earthquake damage through a combination of field inspections
(of buildings brought to the Council’s attention as potentially dangerous) and peer reviews of
Detailed Engineering Evaluations or certifications.

As the project progressed a process for the identification, recording and processing of
information pertaining to dangerous buildings was developed with the Enforcement Team
(Attachment 5).

7.1.2 Updating a Building Status

To update or change a building status a building owner was required to submit, to the BET
Team, a detailed engineering evaluation completed by a registered CPEng engineer. This
process is described in attachments 6, 7 & 8.

Many engineers did not realise that their evaluations would not automatically be accepted by
the Council, and were removing placards from buildings (or using their own placards) without
informing the Council. Building owners becaume considerably distressed when the status of
their buildings was “changed back” by the Council.

The process for updating/revising a building status had to change, as the team were not
receiving sufficient information in some evaluations to support changes:
» Council required a statement by a Chartered Professional Engineer that the building
was
1. Safe for occupancy
2. Posed no further hazard to people or property before a commercial building
status (Red or Yellow placard) could be changed.
e The established process required the BET Team to effectively ‘peer-review’ all
evaluations

There was extensive debate around the revisions to the process, and in particular liability
concerns and the ability to verify a building would meet Council's earthquake prone building
policy, with agreement eventually met. Parties to the exchange were the Canterbury Structural

3 Parsonal communication with BET Field Teams (Bullding Inspections, CPENG Structural Engineers)
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Group, Council’s legal advisor, the BET Team Project Manager and Engineering Support
Coordinator.

The process review produced a certification form (attachment 9) for CPEng registered
structural engineers to complete and submit to the Council. Upon receipt of the certification
document the status of a property is changed in the Council’s building evaluation records. BET
Team engineers discussed property status changes further with certifying engineers where
additional factors needed to be considered: impact on neighbouring buildings, cordons etc.

The terms for certification detailed in the document attached to the certification form signed by
CPEnNg engineers implies that repair work will be undertaken on the building to meet s112 of
the act by 4 September 2013.

7.1.3 Order in Council

Following the main shock on 4 September 2010 many buildings had sustained significant
structural damage or damage to parapets/facades. These buildings were prone to damage
from after-shocks — considered “less than moderate earthquakes”. For Councils to enforce
$124 and prevent access to or occupation of these buildings (where applicable), alterations to
s121 were deemed necessary. s121(1)(a) specifically excludes earthquake from the meaning
of a dangerous building, which generally has the interpretation of specific or imminent danger.
The Canterbury Earthquake (Building Act) Order 2010 created the following additions to,
among others, s121 of the Building Act. Specifically the Order in Council added the following
clauses:

(1) A building is deemed dangerous for the purpose of this Act if, -

(c) There is a risk that the building could collapse or otherwise cause injury
or death to any person in the building as a result of an earthquake that
generates shaking that is less than a moderate earthquake.

(d) There is a risk that other property could collapse or otherwise cause
injury or death to any person in the building as a result of an
earthquake that generates shaking that is less than a moderate
earthquake.

When taken at face value (read literally), the consequence of the additional clauses was that all
buildings deemed as “dangerous buildings” under s121 as a result of the 4 September 2010
earthquake were also effectively “earthquake-prone” buildings. Previously earthquake-prone
buildings were defined in s122 of the Building Act as:

Meaning of earthquake-prone buiiding ,
(1) A building is earthquake prone for the purposes of this Act if, having
regard to its condition and to the ground on which it is built, and because of
its construction, the building—
(a) will have its ultimate capacity exceeded in a moderate earthquake (as
defined in the regulations); and
(b) would be likely to collapse causing—
(i) injury or death to persons in the building or to persons on any
other property; or
(i) damage to any other property.
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The point of difference to note is that commercial buildings (or residential buildings if 2 or more
storeys that contain 3 or more household units) that sustained damage to part or parts (e.g.
parapets) that are likely to fail during a less than moderate earthquake, were now essentially to
be regarded as “earthquake-prone”.

All Buildings All'Buildings

Building Act 2004 Building Act 2004 & Canterbury Earthquake
(Building Act) Order in Council 2010

Consequently, to resolve the buildings “dangerous building” status and (where relevant) have
the s124 notice lifted, the Building Act implies that buildings that are earthquake prone must be
brought up to 1/3 of the design standard for a new building (loadings code NZ§1170.5). A
structural engineer could not sign-off on a producer statement or certificate of acceptance for
repair work to temporarily stabilise parapets (allowing removal of cordons and in some cases
resumption of occupancy) because did not enable the earthquake prone dispensation for the
bulding as a whole to be lifted. A stalemate ensued which was frustrating for building owners
structural engineers and the Council BET Team — all of whom were hamstrung by the
legislation.

7.1.4 Local Body Election, 2010

Management of the building evaluation system was highly politicised. The team was
established during the lead up to the local body elections (20 September — 8 October 2010).
The recommended* audit activities of dangerous buildings did not commence until the week
prior to the close of voting (9 October 2010). The use of ‘inspections and enforcement tools’ in
the recovery environment was considered politically to potentially reflect badly on the Council.
This resulted in a further delay to the commencement of the audit of buildings and issue of
s124 notices.

As a result of the delay, preparatory work completed by the Council Enforcement Team to issue
notices to owners of dangerous buildings (identified during Rapid Assessment phase) could not
be utilised. Personnel available for the rapid issuing of notices were redirected to business as
usual tasks.

It is worth noting that as at 29 October 2010 many building owners had not resolved issues with
their insurers (or seen EQC assessors), and that negative implications regarding the issue of
notices had largely been managed through the media and direct contact with building owners.

4 Identified in Project Charter.

10
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7.2 Traffic and Pedestrian Safety

7.2.1 General

New systems were developed for cordon and barricade assessment and management. No
documentation or processes existed prior to the earthquake, although some references to
cordons are made in the NZSEE Guidelines.

During the Declaration, cordons were set up to prevent public access to the Central Business
District (defined by one-way street system: Kilmore St, Madras St, St Asaph St, Montreal
Street). As evaluations progressed cordons were reduced to restrict access to only specific
buildings. This in some cases interfered with the emergency egress from undamaged or
restricted access buildings, and/or pushed pedestrians into a traffic lane. While no adverse
comment is made about the installation of cordons/barricades during the Declaration, these
problems which subsequently became apparent, show the need for a rigorous follow up by
traffic management specialists and emergency services/building evaluation personnel to
assess both building functionality from a wider Building Act perspective and pedestrian safety
around temporary traffic management devices from a "business as usual (BAU)” perspective.

The cordons were jointly managed by the Transport Safety Team (City Environment Group)
and BET Team. Where hazards were identified / removed, the BET Team Field Inspections
Coordinator sent a request to the Traffic Management Coordinator (TMC, Transport Safety
Team) to establish / adjust / remove cordons as required.

Ongoing maintenance of significant cordons was a partnership between the two teams. The
TMC sent BET Team a schedule of cordons (initial schedule in attachment 10) with those they
wanted reviewed highlighted®. Key concerns for TMC were traffic flow and pedestrian safety.
The process followed was:

* ABET Team engineer inspected the site, noting down hazards (a form was not created
for this, but would be useful),

s [f adjustments are able to be made to the cordon, these are drafted.

» Discussions with TMC before implementing proposed cordon changes often identified
situations where reducing barriers would increase traffic hazards.

* Cordon designs are emailed to TMC for installation and monitoring, preferably with an
aerial photo with green zones and red zones marked, along with damaged buildings
affecting the cordon.

As the recovery period extended, the public became more tolerant of risks relating to
earthquake damaged buildings, and less tolerant of the cordons in place to protect their safety.
To protect both the public and the Council, ways of cordoning buildings had to be devised
which balanced the need for safety with risk tolerance. A schedule of residual cordons as at 30
November 2010 is attached (Attachment 11).

Several of the attachments to this report were used for cordon and barricade assessment.
Attachments 12 - 15 were developed specifically for use following the earthquake, as no
process or documentation was available. The focus was on reducing the cordons to allow safe
re-occupation and entry to city blocks, streets, and buildings not affected by earthquake
damage.

7.2.2 Cordon Expansion and Evacuation

The longest standing and (arguably) most contentious cordon in Christchurch following the
main shock was that which was established around 160 Manchester Street — the MCL Buiiding.
This 35m high building, listed as Category 1 on the NZ Historic Places Trust Registry, was built
in 1905-06 for the New Zealand Express Company.

5 The same process is followed if a request for a cordon change is received from another source (internal / external)
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The MCL building was assessed and found to be dangerous on 4 September 2010.
Susequently, consideration was given to demolishing the building under the CDE legislation, to
protect public safety and prevent further damage to property. Given the historic significance of
the building this action was deferred to ensure all avenues were investigated prior to
demolition. Ultimately the Council served a s129 warrant to the Building Owner for demolition
of the building on 7 October 2010.

On the 14 October 2010 the Council were notified that the MCL building was in danger of
imminent collapse, as a result of damage sustained during a magnitude (m.) 5.0 aftershock the
previous day. CPENg registered structural engineers (representing both the Council and the
Building owner) advised that an additional ‘outer cordon’ was required around the exisitng
cordon to prevent public access to the fall zone. The Guidelines for the Monitoring or Review
of Cordons (Attachment 12) were applied to establish the cordon at radius of 1.5 x height
building (53m) from the areas of greatest risk. This radius took in several retail outlets,
nightclubs and two residential accommodation units. Attempts were made to contact / notify all
the owners and tenants of the affected properties. Despite a doorknocking circuit, telephoning
of key contacts, and bulk email some tenants were not advised.

The BET Team were among many in the Council who fielded calls and emails from business
owners, tenants, property managers, building owners and other stakeholders regarding the
status of the cordons. Providing consistent information to customers proved difficult, as there
were no agreed messages or regular bulletins for staff. The biggest concern for business
owners, tenants and property owners affected by the cordons was a lack of information
regarding the timetable for demolition. This was not provided during the project. A schedule of
estimated dates would have relieved a considerable amount of tension for these customers.
This information would also have been useful to Council staff members fielding enquiries about
the demolition.

7.2.3 Interruption of Business

Retailers and residents in the Central Business District were affected by physical area cordons
during the first three days of the event, a ‘recommended cordon’® during the state of emergency
and in some cases ongoing physical barriers for days, weeks, or months after the event.
Provision of documentation to support retailers insurance claims (business interruption etc,
refer Attachment 16) became a body of work for the BET Team. For example, a formal letter
and cover sheet were drafted for business owners and residents affected by the MCL Building
cordon, to explain the evacuation of 14 October 2010 and the potential time period for the
cordon to remain in place.

7.3 Information Management

The BET Team inherited a spreadsheet database containing all information collected during the
building safety evaluations carried out during the Declaration. This document was Microsoft
Excel spreadsheet based, and is understood to have performed suitably during the initial
inspections. A large volume of records (8192) were collected during the Declaration. The data
was cleansed and handed to the BET Team on 17 September 2010.

The spreadsheet was not user friendly for the BET Team data input team or the technical
personnel seeking to interrogate the database. As new evaluations were received, the
spreadsheet records were overwritten rather than added to the property file. There was no
direct link with the Council property file, and no mapping functionality. A migration of data to
the Council records system was-not attempted during the BET Team phase. Integration of the
records would have facilitated access to information regarding the status of damaged buildings
and any progress made on resolving the condition of the buildings (including discussions held
with building owners) to all Council staff members working on building recovery activities

® The Controller & the Police recammended that people stay out of affected areas, including the CBD, during the state of
emergency.
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(including BET Team, BRO, Communications, Consents, Enforcement, Heritage, Inspections,
Legal and Public Affairs).

Engineering reports and evaluations were manually recorded against the property file by
scanning and attaching a pdf file. A hard copy of all documents was kept for placing on the
physical file. A complete property file include a Level 1, Level 2 assessment (if completed),
photographs of damage, a detailed engineering evaluation and certification form. If a s124
notice was issued on the property, the hard copy file would include copies of the notice, letter,
photographs of notice placement on the property, and associated enforcement documents.

As the project progressed the value of integration with groups such as Transport Operations,
Consenting, Heritage and Strategy & Planning became clear. Other parts of Council were
receiving information and updates which the BET Team also needed to allow them to perform
their role. These included updates on building repair condition (or demolition), and on
cordon/barricade transitions. This information was often not easily available on an the Council
data management system.

Several parts of Council and other stakeholders required ongoing or one-off reports. The state
of the database was such that this information was often not readily or easily accessible.
Significant time was required to search out requests. During the CDE a template was devised
for updating the media (Attachment 17). As no additional templates for reporting or forms for
information requests were developed, the media update report continued to serve as the sole
reporting tool.

Some information for specific buildings was lost. This resulted in less than optimal decisions
being made, and in some cases eventual overturning of decisions required, with associated
loss of credibility and increased potential liability for Council. In one instance a partial file
generated a well-meaning letter to a building owner requesting a detailed engineering
evaluation to resolve the property’s status. The building owner, through his lawyers and
engineers, was already in contact with the Council actively seeking to have the building
declared dangerous.

7.4 Administration

Some administration and sorting templates were developed (Attachments 18 & 19) as cover
sheets for technical documentation and to track progress of work through the BET Team
systems. These templates also ensured that sufficient documentation (photographs, records of
communication, reports) was collated to support regulatory action by Council.

Incoming reports were emailed (usually) if from an external engineer (L2 report, letter, more
comprehensive report), and were delivered to the engineering support coordinator. Reports by
building inspectors were hand delivered to the Field Inspection Team Coordinator.

The CGC records were checked for previous reports, and if these existed, then any previous
reports were physically attached to the new report, and delivered to either the engineering
support coordinator or the inspection team coordinator.

The engineering support coordinator or inspection team coordinator made an assessment of
the report and accepted the recommendation or changed / modified the report. A summary
response was then passed to the Administration team.

A risk was identified around the interpretation by an administrator of a technical description of
building damage and the likely implications for a building owner. To mitigate this risk a series
of codes were identified (relating to a cheat-sheet) which meant the same to both parties, refer
Attachment 20. The cheat-sheet was distributed to all BET Team members and the
Enforcement Team (responsible for issuing s124 notices). When completed the BET Team
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coversheet for a building assessment, specifically when a s124 notice was to be issued, the
cheat-sheet references were recorded in the “For Operation Notice” section. The same codes
were also logged in the electronic request for s124 Repair notice (using Worksmart RFS
system).

The three colours (Red, Yellow, and Green) related to the building triage system were used for
tracking progress on a property file and GIS map. There was no easy means to identify a
completed or cleared file. No system was developed to clearly identify a property that had
been placarded but was now completed. This would be useful.

The certification document signed by CPEng engineers to clear a building status implies that
work will be undertaken on the building to meet s112 of the act by 4 September 2013. Leaving
aside questions regarding the enforcement of this requirement, there is currently no means to
identify which properties were cleared because of this document and which were cleared by
other means (e.g. demolition). Another colour in the administration system would be useful to

identify these properties.

7.5 Approvals Process

All documentation for release and use with/for external parties to BET Team required approval
of the Council Legal and Communications Team. The documents were then (usually) peer
reviewed.by expert external groups. This approvals process proved to be essential for
resolving a potential impasse between Christchurch City Council and the Canterbury Structural
Group over the acceptance of the Commercial Building Statement (Attachment 9).

The Department of Building and Housing (DBH) was involved ongoing with any proposals for
new Orders in Council related to the Canterbury Earthquake (Building Act) Order 2010. DBH
had a representative available for advice to Council, who was an invaluable resource for any
complex process or systemic difficulties.

7.6 Dangerous Building Notices

Where buildings were identified as dangerous (as per Attachment 5), the Enforcement Team
were notified and steps taken to issue s124 notices to building owners. The initial procedure
(20 September — 10 October 2010) for issuing notices is identified in Attachment 21. The
Enforcement Team produced s124 Dangerous Building Placards, Notices and Cover Letters
(Attachment 22) pursuant to s121, s124 & s128 of the Building Act 2004.

7.7 Communications

internal and external communications were poor throughout the BET Team Project. The need
for a Communications Plan was identified in the Risk Register accompanying the Project
Charter, however the accompanying action was either not tasked or followed-up to ensure
completion.

The Communications Plan was needed to manage the expectations of internal and external
stakeholders. Simple and repetitive messages (web; public meetings; supermarket boards and
advertisements) were needed to ensure high visibility and coverage. The communications
available during the project were buried in the Council website and an e-newsletter that the
public had to opt-in (register) to receive. Building evaluation, and re-build information, was not
highly visible through this media.

The purpose of the placards was misunderstood, in some cases, by Building Owners, Council
Officers from other teams/units/groups and members of the ‘general’ public (for example
confusing a Red ‘no entry’ placard with notice that a building had been condemned). Also of
concern, the ‘traffic light' placarding system was assumed by some welfare organisations to be
a more rigorous assessment than it was, and was used to prioritise access to financial
assistance and support (Attachment 23).
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Further complicating communications regarding the system was the number of variations on
the Building Safety Evaluation placards that were used. The Civil Defence Emergency Building
Safety Evaluation notices continued to be posted until the 20 September 2010. After this date,
any new buildings identified as ‘dangerous’ were placarded with an s124 Dangerous Buildings
notice (red). On the streets of Christchurch in late November you could still see
Red/Yellow/Green notices issued during September as part of the CDE, current s124 Building
Act Notices, and a variety of general assessment notices.

Without physically sighting the placard on which an enquiry was based, it was very difficult to
confirm whether a placard was valid/current recorded in the council system/related to building
safety (as opposed to insanitary conditions, detailed on the example in Figure 1).

Figure 1 Modified Rapid Assessment Placard (Green) Affixed to Food Premises on Worcester Street

One of the internal stakeholders disadvantaged by the absence of an effective Communications
Plan was the Building Recovery Office (BRO) - a separate team from the BET Team fielding
customer enquiries (email, telephone and front desk) regarding the Canterbury Earthquake
building recovery process. The focus of this team was on assisting customers with the
processing of building consents, Building Act Exemptions, and any enquiries regarding repairs
or rebuilding. The team also received a large number of queries regarding building evaluations
and related processes:

Building Evaluation System Categories (Red/Yellow/Green — what do they mean)

What is my building status?

How can | get my status changed?

Why have | received a s124 notice? What does this notice mean?

Council says | have to get an engineers report, EQC says | have to wait. What do | do?

The artificial seperation of the BRO team from the BET Team and the Enforcement Team,
resulted in several actions taking place without sufficient communicaiton between the teams.
For example, staff tasked with liaising with the public were unaware that s124 notices were
being issued, the content and nature of the documentation accompanying the notices or the
process. A member of the public threw a photo-album at one Council Officer, venting
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frustration at the Officer’s inability to answer all of her questions regarding the s124 notice and
engineering evaluation requirements.

7.8 Transition of Responsibilities

The information on the Building Evaluation Safety schedule was transferred onto Council
property files in November 2010. Properties with unresolved ‘red’ or ‘yellow’ status on the
schedule at this time are now identified as dangerous buildings on the property file, regardless
of whether they receive a s124 notice under the Building Act.

The challenge ahead will be to ensure clarity regarding the established process for certifying a
building is no longer a ‘dangerous’ building and retaining the requirement for certification by a
practicing CPENg registered structural engineer. It is in the best interest of property owners to
ensure the building status is updated when they file an engineer’s certification; a certified
practitioner’s statement (PS4); or receive a Certificate of Public Use, Code Compliance
Certificate, or Building Act Exemption for work to resolve the ‘dangerous building’ status. A
process to follow for updating property status using existing business tools, currently under
review by the Council, can be found in Attachment 24.

The absence of a formal policy regarding the provision of safety fencing for owners of damaged
buildings poses difficulties for the Transport Management Team. In ‘business as usual’
circumstances, the property owners would fund safety fencing around damaged
buildings/construction sites and construction/demolition teams would manage these. The
ongoing cost of maintaining cordons on behalf of owners is prohibitive. However, the
implications of placing additional charges on property owners do not appear to be acceptable to
the Council.

The Council’s first step toward transferring the responsibility for safety fencing to property
owners was to include a notification with the s124 notice. The notification provides owners with
time to either contact the traffic management team to discuss safety fencing options, or to
complete the work within a set time period (approximately 10 days) and avoid additional
charges. The first notifications were sent out in late October, with a 15 November expiry date.

Council also took action to require building owners with damaged buildings to brace or secure
their buildings (Attachment 25). It was hoped that this action would enable the reduction of
cordons in many areas.

The Canterbury Earthquake (Building Act) Order 2010 extended the list of exempted works
(s1k of Building Act 2004) to include demolitions of “detached buildings less than two stories.”
As a consequence the Council does not hold an accurate record of buildings that have been
demolished as a result of the earthquake.

The Council will need to task the data capture of both the consented demoalitions and the
demolitions taking place without notification to the team responsible for maintaining BET cases.
it is expected that the Council record systems (in addition to eye witness reports from Council
field staff/customers) will be required to maintain accurate records.
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8 Lessons Learnt

8.1 Transition Response to Recovery to Business as Usual from BET
Team Perspective

The BET Team was established relatively quickly and without a clear idea of the team’s
objectives, resource needs, place in the organisation, budget, and completion date. The
project team worked out their “place in the scheme of things” as the project developed. This
was a highly volatile and rapidly evolving project, and the team was inadequately resourced
particularly from a specialist project management perspective.

8.2 BET Team Structure and Resources

A question must be asked about the skill sets available to the BET Team. In particular this was
a complex, volatile, and rapidly evolving project with high risks and a short duration. It is
unclear whether Council had a sufficiently good grasp of the magnitude of the project and
associated risks. The project management team was considered under-resourced. Specialist
skills of the project manager, engineering support coordinator, and inspection team coordinator
were essential and, it appears, they were overworked. Additional skills of a GIS analyst and
Communications Advisor would have been valuable for data transition and information
management.

While the project in the main went well, some near-crises were averted, some events occurred
that could have resulted in significant loss of reputation for Council, as well as the more serious
loss of life or injury to @ member of the public or person working on earthquake recovery. As it
was, there were a number of decisions made that in hindsight

would have taken a slightly different path had resources and time permitted a more considered
assessment.

As the project developed, more activities were assigned to the BET Team and political pressure
was applied because of the perceived slow rate of removing barricades and cordons. The
team’s actions to protect Council from undue liability began to impact on Building Owners and
commercial premises operators. The corollary to this was that in the ali-important
Communications arena, messages were inconsistent and unrealistic expectations were set.

Staff welfare and staff interpersonal relations support are a key factor in the volatile project
environment. Additional resource was required to ensure that staff were aware of, and were
accessing where necessary, available support services (including talking to friends and others
involved in response). Further planning and resourcing should be considered. A full briefing
for all those involved in the building evaluation section would have been a useful forum for staff
to share their experiences.

8.3 Position in Overall Organisation

BET Team was assigned to BAU Inspections & Enforcement, without a clear reporting line into
the Recovery Office (Built Environment — Task Group). The project team initially struggled to
identify the Recovery team and where the BET Team fitted into the overall organisational
structure — a situation which was mirrored by other individuals and teams in the organisation.
That BET Team was not part of the Recovery structure meant a more convoluted
organisational path to tread to identify Recovery activities and resources, and to integrate with
related activities, achieve consistent communications, and transfer of information.

The project manager was familiar with the internal organisational structure of Council and knew
many of the key people working on recovery and in BAU recovery associated roles. This was
integral in identifying people and teams to involve in aspects of the project. The project
manager was also instrumental in breaking down silos along BAU reporting lines for the benefit
of the project. Examples include accessing demolition and building consent applications to

17



ENG.CCC.0001.27

allow evaluation of R3 and cordoned buildings, and to provide timely information to the
Enforcement Team of changes to requirements for s124 notices.

An overall “Recovery-Related” organisational chart would be very useful, to identify interest
lines that cross BAU reporting lines. We consider that this would have improved both
communications and performance of BET Team.

8.4 Existing Systems, Planning, Documentation Status

The New Zealand Society for Earthquake Engineering, presented to the NZ building industry,
MCDEM and Local Government NZ a set of guidelines that covers the Rapid Assessment of
buildings to be carried out during a state of emergency declared under the Civil Defence
Emergency Act 2002.

“These Guidelines address disaster scenarios where there is extensive
damage to buildings (residential, commercial or industrial) and infrastructure
(roads, bridges, water supplies, electricity supply, telephone communications
etc) over a large area, and people are likely to have been killed and injured,
possibly numbering in the hundreds. The focus of this document is for the
period from when the initial reconnaissance has been completed until

the emergency declaration is lifted.”
New Zealand Society for Earthquake Engineers (2009) p.6

The guidelines for building evaluation tested and refined following the Gisborne earthquake of
20 December 2007, to which Christchurch City Council staff and other responding building
evaluation experts were trained were not intended to apply beyond the emergency declaration.
The experiences of the Christchurch City Council BET Team support the guidelines in this
point. The ‘traffic light’ classification system for identifying buildings is an emergency
management process and should be maintained as such. A process was developed to transfer
smoothly to the corresponding business as usual (dangerous building) process under the
Building Act 2004 (Attachment 24); this should have been implemented.

The consequences of not immediately transferring from the Civil Defence Emergency (CDE)
procedures and legislative authority to the business as usual (BAU) procedures and legislative
authority (Building Act 2004) were as follows:

¢ Documentation regarding the damage to many buildings has no legal status after sixty
days (e.g. expired CDE placards) — an uncleared status on a property cannot be
defended or upheld.

o Official notification of dangerous building status was not provided to most property
owners — in most cases the CDE placard expired prior to resolution of the buiiding
status.

e The data capture system designed for CDE environment failed to meet the reporting
requirements of a metropolitan territorial authority during BAU.

s Non-notified demolitions were not removed from the damaged buildings register. The
implications are greatest for adjacent property owners affected by the damaged
property, as the status of their property should have automatically cleared once the
hazard was removed.

o Ownership/responsibility for damage to buildings did not transfer from the Council to
property owners.

¢ Respansibility for the maintenance of cordons/traffic management systems around
damaged properties did not transfer from the Council to property owners.

* New procedures, forms, and templates were required to contact property owners and
process building status.

o BET Team project continued from an initial three week to twelve week work programme
at a cost of approximately $50,000 per week.
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It is the opinion of the project team that the Christchurch City Council had at its disposal the
tools, systems and resources required to implement the recommendations of the NZSEE
guidelines — that is to issue s124 notice pursuant to the Building Act 2004 — without the need
for additional regulatory support’. In hindsight, there seemed to be nothing gained by not
issuing these notices.

8.5 Building Evaluation
8.5.1 General

The initial evaluations of the majority of commercial properties were completed during the CDE
following a rapid external inspection (Level 1). Additional assessments (Level 2) were not
completed for some, but not all, commercial properties classified as dangerous buildings (Red
or Yellow) during the CDE. Following the emergency there was a reliance on the building
owners to contract a CPEng engineer to confirm the condition of the building and arrange for
the necessary repairs to lift the dangerous building status.

Over one hundred personnel were involved in the rapid engineering assessments, many of
whom had not actively used the NZSEE Building Evaluation System (New Zealand Society For
Earthquake Engineering, 2009). A range of reporting quality emerged, which may have seen
several buildings consevatively evaluated during the Rapid Assessment as ‘Red’ or ‘Yellow'.
An indicator that these may have been ‘conservative’ evaluations is seen in the large group? of
Level 2 assessments / detailed engineering evaluations that were received in the early stages
completed by CPEng engineers (presumably with access to more information about the
building and/or familiarity with the building) which cleared the status of the building with no
action required by the property owner.

As the BET Project progressed, and new personnel cycled into the field inspection teams, the
variance in evaluations increased. In a minority of cases, buildings were deemed dangerous
that did not meet the criteria (no structural damage, or watertightness issues, were
documented). There is a strong case for all building owners, particularly owners of commercial
buildings, in Christchurch to obtain detailed engineering evaluations of their buildings following
the Canterbury earthquakes. Council should piay a leading role in providing guidance to
building owners to take this measure. Imposing the requirement to obtain a detailed
engineering evaluation (through issue of s124 notices or equivalents) on any bulilding that does
not clearly meet the Building Act 2004 (and subsequent ammendments) definition of dangerous
is not reccommended. Cases where residential building owners were required to obtain
engineering reports, at a time when they had little control over the evaluation and repair
programme, is of concern. We recommend further research into the building evaluation
records, to ascertain whether in these few cases building owners were disadvantaged following
conservative assessments of their buildings.

The use of placards from CDEM to Building Act, and associated modified placards for other
purposes (i.e. food safety/sanitary facilities triage assessments) and the Building Act Orders in
Council changes were made with the best of intentions, but they caused problems when the
detail was worked through to implement at a project level.

8.5.2 Updating a Building Status

The process to update a building status (from dangerous Red/Yellow to not dangerous Green)
lacked clarity initially, and resulted in considerable frustration for engineers and building
owners. The BET Team were frequently unable to accept the first request to change a building
status because:

" Following the December 26 aftershock it is clear that this was an accurate evaluation of the situation, as
150 s124 notices were issued to building owners over 3 days (28 — 30 December 2010).

8 It is not possible at this time to state an exact number as changes of status were not recorded
separately in the Building Safety Evaluation database. The category would number in the 100’s.
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e Engineering documentation in support of a change in placard status was sometimes
insufficient: a single page of notes with no references to the hazard of concern, no
drawings or recommendations (other than a ‘change to green’ or similar statement).

o Detailed Engineering Evaluations were submitted by non-CPENg engineers.

The Building Evaluation Plan and the Communications Plan needs to consider how best to
share information with the industry regarding the needs and expectations of the regulatory units
of Council.

8.5.3 Long-term implications of CCC Certification Documents

The conditions for revising a building status (set out in Attachment 9) requires that building
owners take up one of the following options;

1. Option 1:
a. Interim securing to bring the building back to pre-earthquake condition,
followed by:
b. Strengthening (or other improvement in structural performance) to at least

the standard required by the Christchurch City Council Earthquake-prone,
Dangerous and Insanitary Buildings Policy 2010 (CCC EPB Policy) by 4
September 2013.
Note: Interim securing work is not regarded as an alteration in terms of s112 of the
Building Act 2004 and will not require a building consent.

2. Option 2:
a. Strengthening (or other improvement in structural performance) to at least
the standard required by the CCC EPB Policy.

The requirement to meet a 2013 deadline, as set out in Option 1, is not enforceable as it is not
governed by legislation or Council bylaw. However, the Council should monitor the progress
building owners make towards strengthening these properties. Some data will be available
through the business as usual consenting process (consents and exemptions applications,
code compliance certificates, rating records etc).

8.6 Cordon Expansion and Evacuation

The transition of cordons from Council installed and managed facilities to the Building Owner of
damaged buildings or buildings in the throes of being demolished or repaired was not
completed smoothly, and there seemed a reluctance on Council’s part to push costs and
operation of temporary traffic management devices back to Building Owners. This transition
needs more effort and to be more actively dealt with. This includes sites where a Building
Owner was taking steps to repair or demolish a building, but who was continuing to use the
barricades/cordon erected by Council.

The BET Team was the de-facto manager of the MCL building cordon security and evacuee
welfare. These tasks did not fit within the project scope, and should have been delegated to
other areas of Council or the Recovery. The cordon security was ably maintained through City
Care (sub-contracted to a security firm). However, on a businsess as usual basis the TMC has
an established relationship with City Care. While there were no significant issues with cordon
security, it is felt that the TMC was in a better position to establish and maintain this relationship
than the BET Team Project Manager. Evacuee welfare should immediately have been
delegated to the Social Recovery Taskgroup.

8.7 Fire Safety

Consideration was not given, when allowing ‘restricted entry’ to buildings, what implications this
would have on the availability of egress routes in the event of fire. A reference or guideline
would be useful, covering both the importance of clearance for fire egress when establishing
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cordons and availability of egress when establishing building safety (e.g. evaluating Green /
Yellow).

8.8 Administration

Guidelines for administration staff would be useful and would minimise the risk of
misunderstanding between technical personnel and administrators.

Provision of instructions to the engineering profession (CPEng) regarding the information to
report on would be very useful for the Building Owner. While most technical engineering
reports include requisite information, this is in varying forms and is sometimes hidden in
attached calculation sheets. A standard CPEng summary sheet for all engineering reports to
include would minimise potential to miss important information and would likely speed up the
processing of reports. This format should fit in with the database input needs and mean
administration staff do not have to read an engmeers report and pick out pieces of information
(which has potential for errors).

A separate colour to flag a property or building that has previously been triaged/placarded, but

has now been cleared would be useful to consider. There remains a query about whether this

needs to be defined separately for a building on a property or if it is sufficient for it to cover only
the property and flag the worst building on the property.

Considerations include:

1. If aflag relates to one building on a property then the whole property can be cleared
easily

2. If one building has multiple entry points, then the database records may show
multiple buildings. This is a data cleansing exercise.

3. If there are multiple buildings on a property record then the team tried to separately
identify buildings by premises name or apartment PRUPI. A more sophisticated
approach would allow for either flagging the property for the worst building on it, or
definition by building.

In excess of 5000 images were taken by field staff documenting earthquake related damage.
In many cases these images cannot be accurately linked to a property file, as they were saved
without renaming. The images will need to be reviewed, named and linked to appropriate
property files within the Council information management system.

A suitable hard copy document tracking system would be valuable to prevent files and their
contents going missing. This could be as simple as a card that gets filled out by the document
holder, or could be more sophisticated such as a swipe pen and use of the “Follow Me”
electronic document/printing management system that Council uses.

8.9 Information Management

The Building Safety Evaluation schedule — an Excel spreadsheet inherited from the response
system — was inefficient and unwieldy. At the conclusion of the BET Team project the final
snapshot of data in the current spreadsheet was uploaded into the Council’s information
management systems (Attachment 26). The limitations of the original spreadsheet resulted in a
Worksmart solution that did not capture historical building evaluations - these will need to be
entered manually. All data entered into the system from the ‘go live' date was fully
discoverable, and integrated evaluations, heritage, consenting and enforcement records.

The spreadsheet database inherited from the building safety evaluation phase was not readily
searchable, or integrated with Council's property records. This caused problems with cross
referencing and data retrieval and storage. Some documents were lost or misplaced and this
required some rework, including embarrassing changes to advice given by the team or by
others relying on the team.
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The Council needed the tools and processes in place to receive the full body of information on
the building stock from the Civil Defence Emergency records at the time of transition. Ideally, a
programme should be developed allowing for data to populate discrete, discoverable fields in a
universal script. This type of programming development will allow a single programme to be
accessible by Councils using a range of different information management systems.

A digitised form of data entry (digital pens, iPads etc) would eliminate an entire body of work
and potential area for error transfer, and should be investigated. Consideration should also be
combining digitised data entry with real-time resource tracking via the internet. The NZ Rescue
Cordination Centre and St John Ambulance are currently working with Dunedin company
TracPlus on such a system. There may be applications of the TracPlus system for building
evaluation. Further investigation to future proof the system should consider adding more
robustness to the manual recording materials (e.g. waterproof paper forms/placards).

8.10 Communications

An integrated approach to managing communication for the overall Recovery effort would have
likely seen benefits. Improving team spirit, providing consistent messages, and setting realistic
expectations would have been several sometimes intangible but certainly positive outcomes
from this alternative approach. Several discussions were held highlighting the need for
improved internal and external communications. However, a Communications Plan was not
circulated identifying how the key concerns would be addressed.

The process of serving notices ran into some problems with the lack of an integrated team. An
example was Cranmer Courts. The process of this example is outlined below.

*  Customer Service Request (CSR) received by Enforcement. On investigation it
appeared that the customer was living in a red placarded building.

»  Enforcement officers were dispatched to serve notice/inform customer that they
must leave or risk a fine.

* Enforcement discovered other tenants in similar situation and issued same
message.

* CSR should have come to BET Team. Investigation would have identified that all
buildings in the block were, according to Council records, Red. Further
investigation would have uncovered a Holmes Consulting report that cleared all but
two of the units for occupancy. Discussion between Holmes Consulting engineers
& BET Team engineers confirmed the state of property and allowed appropriate
advice to be given to customer. This process should have occurred before any
interaction with Enforcement took place.

Enforcement Officers and BET Team managed to get to above point, but not before
all residents of Cranmer Courts and the Body Corporate were considerably
distressed.

* A representative from the Body Corporate visited the council offices to meet with
the BET Team and clarify what had happened and why.

Since Cranmer Courts, the process for serving notices has been developed on a ‘case
management’ model, with BET Team field teams working closely with Enforcement Team
members. The cover letters accompanying the s124 notices were adjusted to present the
information in a less officious manner (Attachment 24) and additional communications were
issued regarding the Council’s intentions in issuing the notices — to assist with compliance
rather than insist upon (enforce) compliance.

8.11 Training Needs

The BET Team were supported by eight Engineers and twenty Building Inspectors in the
team’s 40 days of operation (20 September — 29 November). A number of these specialists
were members of the approximately two hundred and fifty strong team of volunteers who
evaluated damaged buildings during the state of civil defence emergency (4 — 17 September).
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Each Monday morning a new ‘team’ would arrive for briefing in the BET Team aims, objectives
and procedures. (There were daily briefings explaining the new aims, objectives and
procedures as the situation changed).

The BET Team found that there is not a common understanding of the definition of a
‘dangerous building’ and the requirements for post-earthquake assessment. This situation was
complicated by the introduction of the Canterbury Earthquake Response and Recovery Act
2010. The definition of a dangerous building is very clear in the Building Act 2004. However,
the adjustments to s121 by the Order in Council made it, in practice, difficult to assess on a
daily basis.

The photographic record of inspections indicates that, particularly as we moved further away
from the initial earthquake, the damage generating a response from a field inspection team
moved from significant structural damage to damage that could be considered cosmetic.
Future training in the evaluation of buildings following earthquake events must reiterate that
“The focus of the building safety evaluation process is on immediate public safety, not the
provision of an engineering assessment service to building owners” (New Zealand Society for
Earthquake Engineers, 2009) - i.e. not identifying damage or repair requirements.

Training and/or systems should be developed for engineers to define different types of building
failure. Many of the reports submitted during the project did not provide sufficient evidence to
complete the process of notifying building owners and informing them not only that their
building was dangerous, but the characteristics of the danger and what needed to be done to
remedy the situation (e.g. secure or remove parapet).
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9 ADDENDUM: Aftershocks and Afterthoughts
9.1 General

GeoNet have recorded over 4200 aftershocks (Nicholls, 2010) folllowing the main shock of
September 4 2010. The most damaging of these, to date, was the magnitude 4.9 earthquake
which occurred on the 26 December 2010. In the first six weeks of the BET project,
aftershocks of magnitude 5.0 or greater generated an audit of all potentially unsafe buildings
(Red & Yellow) within the CBD (the first of these audits occurred following the aftershock of 4
October 2010). These audits were deemed necessary to determine whether the condition of
buildings known to the Council had deterioriated.

9.1.1 Follow up enforcement activity

From 15 October 2010 Council issued s124 notices with set resolution periods to several
owners of dangerous buildings. The dates were set based on the nature of the risk the building
posed — a 10 day resolution period for buildings which were impeding traffic flow or public
access, a 45 day period for buildings . All other buildings continued to receive the original s124
notice with a required date for resolution of 31 January 2011 notice.

Enforcement of the dangerous building notices is an extended process, involving the issuing of
extensions to building owners (to complete the required work), which may eventually lead to
prosecution. The Council property records refating to any building where the building owner is
prosecuted for not complying with a s124 notice will come under intense scrutiny. The record
must provide full and accurate evidence of all inspections, reports and correspondence related
to the building status,

The authors understand that the Council has yet to conduct follow-up (e.g. enforcement
activity) to determine the status of the danagerous buildings with outstanding s124 notices.
The bulk of the 124 notices will be due for review from 31 January 2010. as at 12 January
2011.

9.2 Boxing Day Aftershock, Christchurch

9.2.1 General

The aftershock of 26 December 2010 resulted in significant damage to 161 buildings9 in
addition to those already issued with s124 notices.

S _— Ve B *
T < ot L o I

Figure 1: 73 Manchester Street (South view) 21.09.10 & Figure 4: (North view) on 31.10.10

® The EQC have received almost 3500 additional claims for damage as a result of the aftershock.
hitp//nz.news.yahoo.com/a/-fop-stories/860626 1/almost-3500-claims-from-canterburys-boxing-day-quake/. Retrieved
January 06, 2011.
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Buildings inspected in the initial response following the aftershock (26-27 December) were
found to have sustained rotational movement in the opposite direction of the main shock.
Temporary remedial works completed (to allow access to buildings damaged during the main
shock) withstood the impact of the aftershock. However, as can be seen in Figure 4 and 5, the
temporary bracing work may not have withstood an aftershock of greater shaking intensity or
longer duration.

A

Figure 4 Cashel St property with debris from Figure 5: Steel strengthening in place following

parapet balancing on temporary steel main shock reinforced by cross beam and strops
strengthening work. following Boxing Day aftershock.

0.2.2 Response to Boxing Day Aftershock

The Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 2002 defines civil defence emergency
management as:
(a) ... the application of knowledge, measures, and practices that—
(i) are necessary or desirable for the safety of the public or property; and
(if) are designed to guard against, prevent, reduce, or overcome any hazard
or harm or loss that may be associated with any emergency; and
(b) includes, without limitation, the planning, organisation, co-ordination, and
implementation of those measures, knowledge, and practices

Accordingly, following the aftershock an EOC was activated following the Boxing Day
aftershock to evaluate the appropriate level of response required to maintain the safety of the
public and property following the ‘emergency’.

Building Evaluation activity commenced within 40 minutes of the aftershock on 26 December
2010. As information was gathered at the EQC, it became clear that the priority for response
would be building evaluation activity within the Christchurch CBD.

The purpose of the Building Act 2004 is that

s3(a) people who use buildings can do so safely and without endangering their health.

To meet the requirements of the Building Act, the territorial authority is required to identify
dangerous buildings and may take steps (as identified in s124) to protect the public from these
buildings.

However within six hours of the Boxing Day aftershock, the focus of the response had effort
appeared to have moved from establishing an accurate picture of the risks to public safety, to
opening the city and affirming that “Christchurch's image has not been tarnished despite the
Boxing Day aftershocks that rocked the already struggling central city” (Button, 2010), thus
ensuring that New Year's Eve celebrations could continue as planned.
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Despite requests from the emergency services and the Building Evaluation Manager, a State of
Emergency was not declared.

On day two of the response, the Controller's stated aims briefed to the Building Evaluation were
to:
s Open a walkway through Cashel Mall (provide safe access to as many retailers as
possible)
o Clear Cathedral Square (ensure the safety of the area for New Year's Eve Celebration)
e Check Tram Way Route (allow Trams to return to normal operation).

The underlying objective of the Action Plan developed by the Council at this time would seem
to be to prevent economic losses in the CBD.

The continued absence of a documented plan or procedures for the activation of the Building
Evaluation Section inhibited the ability of staff to respond quickly. The follpwing points were
highlighted by the Building Evaluation & Rescue Manager (on the 26 & 27 December) as
barriers to the effective management of the response to the aftershock:
o Lack of clarity regarding application of the NZSEE Guidelines outside the CDE
declaration
e Lack of pre-determined priority search areas (a grid map)
s Lack of resource kits for management of the section (including maps, identification,
electronic files (Cd-roms or flashdrives) and forms)
e Unclear arrangements for involvement of CPEng engineers in events outside the CDE
emergency.
e Inability to access documents highlighting contact details of staff available for response
(particularly any information about those with previous EOC experience or training).

The timing of the event created difficulties accessing staff to manage the building evaluation
response. All, bar one, of the management team from the previous event were unavailable to
assist. Where contact numbers for additional administration staff were located, only 40% were
able to respond. To enable a managed response, non-Council staff were called upon to direct
aspects of the building evaluation team deployment. The Council must address the lack of
depth in trained personnel, the need for detailed deployment procedures, and access to
updated contact lists.

Canterbury and Auckiand based CPEng registered structural (earthquake) engineers
volunteered time on the 26 December 2010 to assist with the evaluation of commercial
buildings in the CBD. Tension arose in the relationship between the engineers and the EOC
management, when issues of personal indemnity and legal liability were unable to be resolved
within the Council’s current contract management system. As a result, some of the engineers
concerned were not able to continue assisting with the building evaluation activities.

The Council must take action to produce an Emergency Plan and Operating Procedures to
enable the effective management and application of Building Safety Evaluations. The plan and
operating procedures should include:
e The role of the building evaluation (& rescue) team within an activated EOC
e The organizational structure of the building evaluation team
e The legislation and guidelines governing the activities of the building evaluation team
e The interaction of CDEM Legislation (operating under a declaration), the Building Act
(operating without a declaration) and the EOC management structure/reporting
systems.
e Information Management Systems to enable the medium and long-term management of
property files.
s Contractual arrangements for the involvement of CPEnNg registered structural
(earthquake) engineers, including a template contract. This arrangement must be
applicable in both a declared / non-dectared event.
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» Designation of Building Evaluation Managers (appointed prior to an event), and
document required skills, knowledge, experience and expected involvement in
planning/training.

e Procedures for deploying and tracking field evaluation teams.

9.2.3 Transition from response to Business As Usual (28 - 31 December)

In the final days of 2010, priorities were placed on opening restaurants and bars as quickly as
possible. The authors understand that protocols established during the BET Team project were
not followed'®, exposing the Council to increased liability issues. Had there been loss of life or
injury, it is unclear whether the Council could have shown that it had followed due process.

While the Building Evaluation (Dangerous Buildings) Team conferred with building owners and
accepted statements from engineers to clear buildings from 28 — 31 December, it appears that
no actions were taken to reduce the increased risk of damage or to remove excess rubble from
the roads’" — two actions that were undertaken previously by the Council. It is not clear
whether this in-action is the result of any or all of the following:

* Insufficient handover/training
Limited knowledge of Health and Safety related legislation obligations
Limited staffing
Limited financial delegation

The potential consequence of this failure to act is to create or reinforce a negative view of
Council — that the Council had closed down, and that there was neither the willingness nor the
depth in the structure to allow for remedial works to happen for the four days of the holiday
period.

19 E. Griffiths, personal communication with Christchurch property ownet/retailer, 28 December 2010.
" Rubble from the collapsed parapet of 73 Manchester St (Figure 3) was not removed until January 05, 2011,
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Section 1. Project Overview

1.1 Business Need

During the declared State of Emergency following the September 4, 2010 Canterbury earthquake,
commercial and residential buildings in Christchurch were placarded with building safety notices
developed by the Society of Earthquake Engineers (ISEE). These notices (see appendix) informed the

Council, building owners and the public that buildings were:

*  Not Safe (Red)

¢ Restricted Entry (Yellow)

¢ Safe (Green)
Each placard recommended that building owners hire an independent structural engineer to get an
independent assessment of the property. An independent assessment recommending a change to placard
status was required from all property owners wishing to gain access to their ‘red’ or ‘vellow’ placarded

properties.
A process was developed for these independent engineering assessments to be received and processed.

The Building Evaluation Transition Team was established to preserve public safety and a return to normal

operations following the earthquake by:

*  Continued identification of unsafe properties/dwellings

*  Reviewing and updating information held against property files {(as engineering reports were
received and/or additional damage was noted following aftershocks etc)

e  Review of cordon placement

1.2 Project Description

Collection and processing of information relating to the condition of buildings post-Canterbury
Earthquake of September 4, 2010.

1.3 Project Objectives

1. Respond to customer service requests (CSR) regarding collapsed/potentially unstable buildings
within 5 working days.

2. Carry out follow-up inspections of unstable structures (prioritised from CSRs and/or identified by
inspections teams) and cordons on a daily basis.

3. Maintain records of post-earthquake damage status of buildings by implementing processes for
reviewing external engineering assessments (within two-working days) and submitting updated
information to the data-hub.

4. Co-ordinate supervised access into cordoned areas / R3 placarded buildings.

5. Develop a handover manual documenting procedures and risks associated with the project.

1.4 Deliverables

1. Current and accurate inspection files on all buildings inspected and rated as “No Entry” (Red) or
“Restricted Entry” (Yellow) to handover to CCC enforcement team for the issuing of 124(1) (c) notices.
2. A handover manual has been prepared and populated, to include the following:
*  Street map with building inspection sites identified;
*  Re placarded building entry procedure
*  Schedule of cordons and barricades
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*  Cordon change procedure

*  Barricade change procedure

*  Dangerous building identification procedure

*  Accepting Building Owner engineer’s report procedure

1.5 Project Scope
Project Includes

, Receive and process independent engineering assessments and detailed engineering reports as per CCC
|' procedures.

i Remove cordons to provide access to properties following changes to placard status.

! Monitor cordons erected around buiidings/structures identified as dangerous (Red or Yellow placard)
| during State of Emergency. Reduce cordons wherever public safety is not jeopardised to limit

{

{ inconvenience to residents and enable return to business as usual for retailers/business owners.

Respond to Customer Service Requests (CSRs) to investigate the safety of properties (commercial and
residential).

Identify properties that are ‘Dangerous or Insanitary’” under the Building Act 2004 and follow the CCC
Policy to issue No Entry (Red) Notices under s124(1)(c) or take field notes/photographs of ‘Restricted
- Entry’ (Yellow) Notices. .

|
| Monitor access to cordons (e.g. access to the 160 Manchester cordon)

Co-ordinate the implementation of the supervised access policy to R3 placarded buildings within the
160 Manchester St cordon.

Re-inspect ali commercial buildings identified as ‘restricted entry’ (yellow) during the declared
emergency following the earthquake of 4 September 2010.

| Project Excludes
| Managing communication with building owners within cordoned areas (e.g. 160 Manchester St, Cordon)
1 Issuing notices / letters in support of resident’s welfare claims.

]| Electronic file transfer from BSE Database and shared server to TRIM, web map, LIMS, Worksmart etc.

1.6 Constraints
Civil Defence and Emergency Management Act 2000

Building Act 2004
Canterbury Earthquake (Building Act) Order 2010
CCC executive directives (refer attached register)

The Building Evaluation Transition Team is not providing damage assessments for residential or
commercial premises.

The activities of the Building Evaluation Transition Team will be accommodated within the business as
usual activities of the Inspections & Enforcement and EPA from 1% November 2010.
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o EPA - Review of External Engineering Assessments
o Enforcement — CSRs (dangerous buildings, placement and/or removal of placards, notifying traffic
management services regarding cordon management)

1.7 Project Approach

Set-up a project team (field inspection teams: building inspectors & structural engineers, administration
teams; engineering) to complete reviews of engineering reports, assessments of customer reports, and
assessments of cordons.

1.8 Definition of Completion Criteria

By 15 October 2010 — All buildings within the project scope* have been re-inspected and have been either
(i) issued with a Dangerous Building notice; or (i) have had their placard removed.

The handover report to the customer will provide accurate ‘current-state’ detail of buildings that are
Dangerous (No-Entry) and those which require repair (Limited Entry) as defined by the Building Act
(2004), including Canterbury Earthquake Order in Council 2010.

1.9 Critical Success Factors

1. The project team must include at least two organisation (CCC) staff members to provide continuity of
process throughout the life of the project and into business as usual.

*  Administration Coordinator — to provide familiarity with the organisations internal systems
and relationships with existing staff. As new administration staff are cycled into the team
the Administration Coordinator is able to provide support and training. Appointing a staff
member to this role for the entire period of the project also provides a single point of
contact to the BETT team for other stakeholders.

* Inspection Team Field Coordinator — local knowledge (of CCC systems, the environment,
geography and building inspection processes) is critical to the management of the field
teams. Appointing a staff member to this role for the entire period of the project ensures
consistent application of procedures and provides a single point of contact for external
stakeholders (e.g. Traffic Management, Emergency Services).

*  Additional resourcing can be supplied from external sources (e.g. other authorities) and
renewed at regular intervals (e.g. weekly).

2. Access to suitably qualified (CPEng registered) engineers.
3. Maintaining control of the data-processing system (data-hub) and data files.
4.  Support from teams with complimentary objectives.

1.10 Assumptions

Christchurch City Council will provide full logistical support {(including vehicles, sourcing and management
of staff, accommodation, supply of stationery, computer and telephone access, office space).

1.11 High Level Risks

Refer attached schedule.

1.12 Dependencies and Links with Other Projects

Building Recovery Office The BRO provide the ‘face’ of the Council to customers affected by the
earthquake with concerns specifically relating to inspections, engineering reports, consents, and building
activity. The BETT team receive information {engineering reports) and requests via the BRO.
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The BRO require information from BETT to help customers make informed decisions — e.g. status of
cordons, buildings, engineering reports, timeframes for return to ‘business as usual’.

Operation Notice: Complete inspection files are required for posting of dangerous building notices to
properties under 5124 (1) (c} of Building Act. The Database must be current to ensure that
a) Buildings that are no longer ‘dangerous (property owners have completed repair/stabilisation
work) are not served a notice, and
b) Buildings that are ‘dangerous’ are identified and served appropriate notices / repair advice.
The BETT share electronic (database) and hardcopy files with Operation Notice / Enforcement.

Electronic Document Management / Consenting: All property files (assessment forms, engineering
reports, field notes, photographs) must be scanned and recorded electronically within the CCC systems
(TRIM, Worksmart, Web Map) for eventual uploading into LIMS. The transfer of data into property files
and renaming of files to CCC naming conventions is beyond the scope of the project, however all records
obtained in the project are to be tagged with, as a minimum, the property PRUPI number.
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Section 2. Project Authority and Milestones

2.1 Project Budget

All costs associated with the project are to be charged to WBS: 721/110/9/3/2 -
Building Evaluation Transition

2.3 Major Project Milestones

M'Iteﬂongfo'eli-ve;*ahlé . Target Date

Project Charter approved . 30/09/2010 |
Handover manual outline completed [ 08/10/2010 |
Complete re-inspection of CBD ‘Restricted Entry’ (Yellow) premises | 15/10/2010 :
Procedures and process flow diagrams completed : 15/10/2010 ‘
Complete re-inspection of Residential ‘Restricted Entry’ (Yellow) premises* I 20/10/2010* I
C_ornPI.etE hanc.iov.e”r.r.nanual i 20/10/2010 . . . :
Final update of statistics (properties inspected, status, cordons) i 22/10/2010 I
Project Handover to the Customer completed | i 25)10/2010 ;
.Proje.ct Reconciliat.ion completed - ] 27/10/2010

Project cl-osea | S - ; 29/10/2010 !

*If residential property inspections are included on project scope.
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Section 3. Project Organisation

31

Project Manager

Esther Griffiths

* The Project Manager manages the project team, maintains open communication with the project
stakeholders and identifies risks associated with the BETT activities.
*  Adedicated workspace (incfuding computer, internet access) is available.

Inspection Team Coordinator: Mark Mitchell

* The Inspection Team Coordinator prioritises CSRs, coordinates priority areas for inspections and
dispatches field inspection teams (incl. engineers). The coordinator has key liaison relationships with
CCC Traffic Management and Enforcement.

* Adedicated workspace (including computer, internet access, and telephone) is available.

o Building Inspectors (6)

o Building Inspectors form part of the field inspection teams assessing safety of buildings,
consider suitability/requirements for cordons.

o Ashared workspace is available, with 2 x internet accessible computers

Future Requirements:

® 4-10 additional inspectors will be required to complete the re-inspections of all yellow properties by
15th October 2010. If re-inspections of yellow placarded properties are limited to commercial
properties (250) fewer additional resources will be required.

*  The work of this team will be continued by the Enforcement Team (Operation Notice) following the
conclusion of this project.

Administration Support Coordinator: Janine Porter

*  The Administration Support Coordinator is responsible for the set-up and maintenance of the BETT as
a team within the Christchurch City Council, liaising with Inspections & Enforcement Customer
Services Unit, IM&CT, and Communications.

*  Adedicated workspace (including computer, telephone, and internet access) is available.

o Administration assistant (1) (currently resourced from other territorial authority.

o A dedicated workspace (including computer, telephone, and internet access) is available.

o The Administration team processes CSRs, checks Chartered Professional Engineering (CPEng)
databases, searches the BSE Database, monitors emails and processes other administrative
requests as required.

Future Requirements:

*  Workspace (including computer & telephone) for 2 staff

°  Worksmart access for minimum 1 staff member

*  1xAdministration staff familiar with GEMS & Worksmart access, intermediate competency in
Worksmart, Microsoft Office (standard) suite, Microsoft Visio. Expert user in Microsoft PowerPoint.

* 1xAdministration staff member familiar with BSE Database (temp staff used during State of
Emergency).
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Engineering Support Coordinator: Neville Higgs

e Structural Engineers (x 2 on contract, Opus Consulting)

*  Engineers form part of the field inspection teams, assess safety of buildings, consider
suitability/requirements for cordons, and review engineering reports submitted to the BETT by
external engineers/building owners.

Future Requirements:

* The ‘engineering report review’ aspect of this role is expected to transition to the EPA engineering
team following the conclusion of the Project.

Data Hub
Technical Consultant - Heath Wells
Data Entry Management — Penny Austin and Marie Redmond (Temporary Staff).

Future Reguirements:

*  The database will be maintained in the short term by administration staff within the Building
Evaluation Transition Team. Technical support will be provided as required by Heath Wells and Penny
Austin,

*  The Project Sponsor and other stakeholders will need to determine where the responsibility for long-
term maintenance of the database will sit.

Project Communications Support: Dean McNulty

Project Sponsor

Gary Lennan



Building Evaluation Transition Team

Section 4.

4.1

Name

| Gary Lennon

‘ Esther Griffiths

;Anne Colombus

lames Clark

| )
1 Kelvin Newman
|

Steve McCarthy

John Higgins
Lee Cowan

Rachel Graham
Ceciel DelaRue

Darren Moses

Steffan Thomas

Stakeholders

Identified Stakeholders
List the stakeholders that have been identified to date.

' Title

1 Unit Manager

|
| Building Evaluation
| Transition Team

: -
| Dept Manager,
| Enforcement

| Team Leader,
| Enforcement

1
| Dept Manager,
| Inspections

i
f Unit Manager
1

I8

|

| Manager

!

Manager

| Advisor

Manager

Project Manager

' Role

|
! Project Sponsor

! Project Manager

1

! Inspections & Enforcement

|

1

| Inspections & Enforcement

| (Project Manager — Operation
| Motice)

1

Inspections & Enforcement

Environmental Protection &
| Applications

! Building Recovery Office

| Public Affairs
|
|
]

| Communications

Heritage
160 Manchester St Project

Traffic Management Services

Emergency Services

| Orion
|

| EQC

Cordon status regarding Heritage buildings.

ENG.CCC.0001.50

Project Charter
[Version 3] | [Version 29/09/2010]

Influence/Requirements

i Autharity to finance resource and approve
l project. / Progress reports (inspections
| completed, placard status, cordons, access);

Il Handover Manual.

| Direct and manage project development from
beginning to end. / Clear direction from Project
| Sponsor regarding scope and objectives of

I .
| project.

3
| Handover Manual — information regarding
| process & process improvements.

i

Complete and current property information on
all inspected property.

1 Handover Manual —information regarding i
process & process improvements.
]

Building Recovery Manager / information re
current status of inspected properties, cordons,

statistics,

Information / Updates on building & cordon
status to supply to clients.
Progress reports (inspections completed,
|
| placard status, cordons, access)

Progress reports {inspections completed,
placard status, cordons, access)

|
Cordon status regarding Heritage buildings.

Information regarding CCCs requirements for
cordons

Current records on building status (R/Y)
Current records on road blocks/cordons

Current records on building status (R/Y}
Current records on road blocks/cordons

Current records on residential building status

(R/Y)




Building Evaluation Transition Team

Section 6.

Revision History

Identify document changes.

1 23/09/10
2 27/09/10
3 29/09/10

—_p - — -

by sy =

Project Plan

Project Charter

Project Charter: BETT

Draft Project Plan for Building Evaluation

ENG.CCC.0001.51

Project Charter
[Version 3] | [Version 29/09/2010)

Transition Team

 Refarmatted Project Plan for Building Evaluation
Transition Team

Publication version of Project Charter.
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Building Evaluation Transition Team Project Charter
[Version 3] | [Version 29/09/2010]

Section 7. Appendices

A. Building Evaluation Transition Team Risk Register
B. Change Request Form

C. New Zealand Society for Earthquake Engineering — Building Triage Placards

10
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Change Request 05.009.4

Version 12
112110

Project/Programme Name:

Executive Summary (high level description of reasons for the request):

Prepared by:

Date:

Person(s) Requesting Change:
TRIM Number:

CCC WBS No (s)

]lhj{ _,}t.( \"l[:'ﬁ: \I

Is the change requested urgent i '
3 rgent Non-ur
(i.e. risk in regards to contractual/legal obligations or risk of delivery) U 9 on-urgent
Minor Moderate Major
'S,the Change requeSted (Change Value <$10k (Change Value $10K to (Change Value >= $100K
minor, moderate or or <5% of project <$100K or 6% to 10% of or > 10% of project
m ajor? budget whichever is project budget whichever Is the budget whichever is the
the lesser) lesser) lesser)

_ PrOJect Scop Chne I i PrOJect Budget Change PrOJect Schedule Change
Overspend Under spend/surplus Portfolio Change
Detailed Description of Change:

Project Impacts
Original Project Budget:

Impact on budget:
Impact on scope:

Impact on Completion Date:
Recommendations and Additional Remarks:
0 Capital Projects Review Board
Portfoliolmpacts =~ | Portfolio Manager: Date:
Funding source:

e.g. Capital Governance Pool
e.g. Within Activity

Impact on Levels of Service:

Impact on OPEX:

Recommendations and Additional Remarks: (supporting documents attached)
e.g. Budget Change Transfer Form

rui \ll('

APPF ,:r}nf TIgig

Prolect Sponsor
F \ ‘.' r_,\a \l

Asset Unit Manager

Finance Manager, Capital Programme:
General Manager: [Major Requests Only]

General Manager: [Major Requests Only]

[insert comment]
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GREEN
Christchurch g™
City Council s

INSPECTED

NO RESTRICTION ON USE OR OCCUPANCY

This building has received a brief inspection only. While no apparent This facility was inspected pursuant to the Civil Defence

structural or other safety hazards have been found, a more Emergency Management Act 2002
comprehensive inspection of the exterior and interior may reveal
safety hazards. Inspector ID:

& Exterior Only

&l Ediorand itetion Acting under the authority of the Civil Defence Emergency
Management Controller:

Facility/ Tenancy Name and Address

Date:

Please ensure the owners are advised of this notification. Owners .
are encouraged to obtain a detailed structural engineering Time:
assessment of the building as soon as possible. Report any unsafe
conditions to the Territorial Authority. Subsequent events causing

damage may change this assessment. Re-inspection may be

required. Secondary damage (partitions, windows, fittings and

furnishings) may be hazardous. Electrical and mechanical

equipment, gas connections, water supplies and sanitary facilities

have not been inspected.

Do Not Remove this Placard. Placed on Behalf of the Civil Defence Emergency Management Controller
Under the Authority of the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 2002
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Christchurch A = mm.—.: — ﬂ.—.m= =wm
City Council <

NO ENTRY EXCEPT ON ESSENTIAL BUSINESS
WARNING:

This building has been damaged and its structural safety is Facility/ Tenancy Name and Address
questionable. Enter only at own risk. Subsequent aftershocks or
other events may result in increased damage and danger, changing
this assessment. Re-inspection may be required. The damage
observed from external inspection is as described below: This facility was inspected pursuant to the Civil Defence
Emergency Management Act 2002

Inspector ID:

Restrictions on use:

Acting under the authority of the Civil Defence Emergency

* No public entry or residential occupation Management Controller:
e Entry for

¥ Emergency purposes

# Damage assessments, making safe Diifer

g ; gsa

# Removal of essential business records Time:

® Removal of valuables only

& Removal of property

# Conducting essential business with minimum staff

Do Not Remove this Placard. Placed on Behalf of the Civil Defence Emergency Management Controller
Under the Authority of the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 2002
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i ] ———— R
G 5 g o eoF EarthQuake Building Assessment
- ) g ® g as al 25/11/2010
o E ® ET Y % & @ G:Inspected
2 z 2 % € G1: Occupiable no iale furlherinvestigation required
_5 o 5 2 o :45) © G2 Green: Inspecled
1] ; ) € o & G2: Occupiable repairs required
9 Bealey Avenue ® R: Unsale x
‘nﬁ e o) © ® R1: Significant damage repairs sirenglhening possible
S o) ® R2: Severe damage demolilion likely
Peacock Streel P 9 R3: Alrisk from adjacent premises or from ground failure
O Y Restricled Use
Ej O Y1 Yellow: Restricled Use
Street B - O Y1.Short lerm eniry
?ﬂ g d o ® © Y2: No enlry lo parls until secured or demolished
* af  C '
® N > Rating Unil
3
A@dala Place % = —
\ ® oo _ | Heritage Site as per Webmap
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Staff involved with Building Evaluation Transition Team

Project Manager
Esther Griffiths

Inspections Team Lead
Mark Mitchell (Christchurch City Council)

Marie Holland (Christchurch City Council)

Engineering Support Co-ordinator (Consultant)
Neville Higgs

Administration

Janine Porter (Christchurch City Council)
Lorraine Coffin (Dunedin City Council)
Maree Redmond

Laura Bronner

Carolyn Willis

Leah Fitzgibbons (Dunedin City Council)

Consultant
Deane McNulty

Engineers

John Mitchell Auckland Opus

Simon Baker Auckland Opus

Alistair Boyce Christchurch Opus

Raj Unka Auckland Opus

Ted Blaikie Wellington Opus

Bruce Mutton Neison Geo-Logic Ltd
Martin Crundwell Nelson Opus

Building Inspectors

Marlborough Dunedin
Brendon Robertson Heddy Veldekamp
Andrew Buckley Grant Sutton
Ross Kain Kevan Vickers
Graham Roberts
Paut Guile Nelson

Tim Bijl
Timaru Richard Popenhagen
Paul Hansen John McGirr
Murray Winmill Brian Brasell
Malcolm Lurajud Wayne Edmonds
Philip Bone
Grant Hyde

Nigel Parker
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Building Evaluation Transition (B.E.T.) Team Site Visit Process

Complaint received or risk identified in field.
Visit site.
Complete: Level 1 and/or Level 2 Assessment Form.
Evaluation:
a. Question: Is the building dangerous as per s121, Building Act
2004 (as inserted by the Canterbury Earthquake (Building Act)
Order 2010)?
b. Section 121 Building Act 2004 as inserted by the Canterbury
Earthquake (Building Act) Order 2010 states:
* (1) a building is dangerous for the purposes of this Act, if
(a) in the ordinary course of events (excluding the
occurrence of an earthquake), the building is likely to
cause —
(a) (i) injury or death to any persons in it or to persons on the
property, or
(a) (ii) damage to other property
(b) in the event of fire, injury or death to any persons on
other property is likely because of fire hazard or the
occupancy of the building or
(c) there is a risk that the building could collapse or
otherwise cause injury or death to any person in the
building as a result of an earthquake that generates
shaking that is less than a moderate earthquake; or
(d) there is a risk that other property could collapse or
otherwise cause injury or death to any person in the
building; or
(e) aterritorial authority has not been able to undertake an
inspection to determine whether—
(i) the building is dangerous under paragraph (a); and
(ii) the territorial authority or the chief executive, as the
case may be, is required to exercise powers under
section 124 or 129 as modified by this order.

Sl b e

ACTION

5. If Dangerous

a. Issue and attach RED Notice - Section 124(1)(b) Building Act
2004 (as inserted by the Canterbury Earthquake (Building Act)
Order 2010) to the building.

b. Return to base and complete Level 1/2 Rapid Assessment with
sufficient information so Repair Notices can be prepared.

c. Complete Notices Coversheets

d. Submit to Secretarial Support Officer for preparation of Repair
Notice and Letter.
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Enlist Enforcement Team to Issue and attach Repair Notice -
5124(1) (c) ) Building Act 2004 (as inserted by the Canterbury
Earthquake (Building Act) Order 2010) to the building.

BET Team to ensure copies sent via mail to property owner.
Data uploaded to computer.

6. If Not dangerous but requires Work to make safe

a.

b.

f.

g.

Advise property owner that they will receive a Repair Notice that
will be affixed to the building.

Return to base and complete Level ¥ Rapid Assessment with
sufficient information so Repair Notices can be prepared.
Complete Notices Coversheet.

Submit to Secretarial Support Officer for preparation of Repair
Notice and Letter.

Enlist Enforcement Team to Issue and attach Repair Notice -
s124(1) (c) ) Building Act 2004 (as inserted by the Canterbury
Earthquake (Building Act) Order 2010) to the building.

BET Team to ensure copies sent via mail to property owner.
Data uploaded to computer.

7. If Not dangerous nor requires Work to make safe

a.

b.
[

Advise property owner that building is not dangerous (provide
BRO details if some repairs are required on the building).

No further action - required.

Return to base and complete Level %2 Rapid Assessment with
sufficient information of evaluation..

Data uploaded to computer.
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Request for change to
or removal of a placard
From commercial buildings

Request for Request for REMOVAL
CHANGE from of Placard (any colour) or
YELLOW to GREEN change RED to YELLOW
Present Level 2 Rapid Assessment Present Level 2 Rapid Assessment
formt with supporting technical formT with supporting detailed
assessment of building condition engineer’s report by CPEng -
by CPEng - signed, CPEng No., signed, CPEng No., PRINTED Name.
PRINTED Name. To include engineer's confirmation
that repairs have been done.

‘ 1 1

CCC Staff to check if

engineer is on CPEng Repairs consented. Repairs NOT consented.

Register*. l l

l Present Building Apply for Certificate of
Issue Green Placard noting to Consent No. Acceptance
owner that detailed engineering and request for
report is still required. Code Compliance
CCC keep a copy of new green Certificate
placard to staple to form and
summary engineering report
(request return of superseded
yellow form).
Application processed and

relevant Certificate issued
or request for further
information issued.

Log new form in “Info
Management” in box.

* www.ipenz.org.nz/ipenz/finding/cpeng/search/search.cfm

T www.google.co.nz/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=3&ved=0CBOQFjAC&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.dbh.govt.nz%2FUse
rFiles%2FFile%2FBuilding%2Finformation%2520for%2FAppendices-NZSEE-Guidelines-Building-Safety-Evaluation.
doc&rct=j&q=Building%20Safety%20Evaluation%20%2B%20Level%202%20Rapid%20Assessment&ei=U620TP3
nH4SevQOFydjoBg&usg=AFQjCNHjwf15pky5edUzkCnK3Q_3juKyBg&cad=rja

i http://dh.nzsee org.nz/Publications.xm|
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Building Assessment
Request for Removal of Placard / Change of Status Red to
Green

Information for Building Owners and Occupiers of Commercial Premises and multi-storey buildings.

Engage a Chartered Professional Engineer (CPEng) to complete
a Detailed Engineering Evaluation report of the building.

CPENng recommends

change to placard CPEng recommends

removal of placard.

Building owner to submit
Detailed Engineering
Evaluation report to CCC.

Recommendation for CCC to advise building
removal / change to owner that further
placard approved. stabilising work is required.

ated on CCC

Issue new placard (if applicable). >
CCC to remove barricades.

The Building Act (2004) still applies. A building consent for urgent building work can be obtained at the Recovery Office
based in the new City Council buildings in Hereford Street. These consents will be subject to safe practice conditions such as
disconnecting the power and drains, along with appropriate health and safety practices. Heritage conditions will apply.

*Use IPENZ engineer referral service, phone
0800 2424 4357 or refer to page 415 in the
Christchurch Yellow Pages for a structural or
civil engineer
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Building Assessment
Request for Placard from Yellow to Green

Information for Building Owners and Occupiers of Commercial Premises and
multi-storey buildings.

Engage a Chartered Professional Engineer (CPENng)
to complete a structural engineering assessment of
the building.

Supply a structural engineering
assessement of the building,
signed by CPEng with

registration # & name [printed].

CCC Building Assessment Team
to check CPEng assessment

Approve recommendation
for change to placard.

Advise CPEng & owner

that further stabilising Issue green placard.
work is required .

Remove any barriers to

Status updated on CCC access — provided

records.

public safety is not
jeopardised.

The Building Act (2004) still applies. A building consent for urgent building work can be obtained at the new City Council

buildings in Hereford Street. These consents will be subject to safe practice conditions such as disconnecting the power
and drains, along with appropriate health and safety practices. Heritage conditions will apply.

*Use IPENZ enaineer referral service, phone

0800 2424 4357 or refer to page 415 in the
Christchurch Yellow Pages for a structural or
civil engineer.
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Christchurch
City Council -+

Christchurch City Council

Resumption of occupancy and use of earthquake-damaged buildings Section 1:
Buildings included in the scope 0fs122 of the Building Act 2004

Purpaose

Christchurch City Councit is aware that many owners of buildings damaged in the recent earthquakes are
keen to resume occupation and use as soon as possible. The following procedures have been specifically
developed to allow that.

Earthquake-prone building status

The red or yellow safety notices may be taken to mean that the buildings are dangerous according to the
Building Act as amended by Order in Council on 16 September 2010. (These notices remain in force until at
least 3 November 2010 and may be renewed beyond that date.)

Al buildings issued with red or yellow safety notices that have suffered structural damage will also be
regarded by the Council as potentially earthquake-prone under s122 of the Building Act 2004. As such they
will be subject to the Christchurch City Council Palicy on Earthquake-prone buildings 2010.

Options for owners to resunie occcupancy and use

The conditions for removal of red and yellow safety notices given below are based on two main options for
owners:

1. Option 1:
a. Interim securing to bring the building back to pre-earthquake condition,
followed by:

b. Strengthening (or other improvement in structural performance) to at least the standard
required by the Christchurch City Council Earthquake-prone, Dangerous and Insanitary
Buildings Policy 2010 (CCC EPB Policy) by 4 September 2013.

Note: Interim securing work is not regarded as an alteration in terms of s112 of the Building Act
2004 and will not require a building consent.

2, Option 2:

a. Strengthening (or other improvement in structural performance) to at least the standard
required by the CCC EPB Policy.

Note: An owner may elect to demolish the building or strengthen/ improve the structural
performance beyond the minimum requirements.
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Condilions for removal of safety notices and resumption el occupzaney and wse

The following conditions apply to the removal of red and yellow safety notices that were placed on
buildings following the 4 September 2010 earthquake.

L Buildings with - Safety Notices
a. No action required. Notice may be removed or stay at discretion of owner.

b. Buildings with green safety notices which were identified as earthquake-prone or
potentially earthquake-prone before 4 September 2010 will retain that status and will be
subject to the requirements of the CCC EPB Policy.

2. Buildings with - or Yellow Safety Notices

a. Resumption of occupancy and use of buildings with red or yellow safety notices will be
permitted only after Council approval is obtained in writing.

b. Such approval will be given when the following conditions are met:

Option 1:

® Structural integrity and performance. Where the integrity of the building (or part
of the building) was materially affected by the Darfield earthquake or any
aftershocks, interim securing measures must be taken to restore the structural
integrity and expected structural performance of the building to at least the
condition that existed prior to the earthquake of 4 September 2010.

o Potentially dangerous features. Potentially dangerous features on the building
such as unreinforced masonry chimneys, parapets and walls must be removed or
the features secured so that their integrity and level of structural performance is
consistent with that generally achieved in other parts of the building, and so
reduces the danger to people’s safety and of damage to other property.

° Threat from nearby buildings. Where there is a threat to a building or its
occupants as a result of potentially dangerous features such as unreinforced
masonry chimneys, parapets and walls on other buildings: Either:

o The potentially dangerous features on all other buildings must be removed
or the features secured so that their integrity and level of structural
performance is consistent with that generally achieved in other parts of the
building, and so reduces the danger to people’s safety and of damage to
other property.

Or:

o Protective measures must be installed on the subject building that protect
its occupants in the event of collapse of the potentially dangerous features
on any other building.

Option 2:
3 The structural performance of the building must be improved to at least the

standard required by the CCC EPB Policy. (This is as nearly as is reasonably
practicable to 67% of new building standard.)

Christchurch City Council Building Evaluation Team - Certification Commercial.doc - Version 1 dated 18 October 2010 2
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° Threat from nearby buildings. Threats from neighbouring buildings shall be
treated in a similar manner as for option 1.

C. A Chartered Professional Engineer with appropriate qualifications and experience in the
structural design of buildings for earthquake must sign and submit the attached
statement.

d. Until receipt and acceptance by Christchurch City Council of the signed statement the
building will be classed as dangerous in terms of s121 of the Building Act 2004. If no
action is taken on a building within a reasonable time, Council will exercise its powers
under s126 of the Building Act 2004 to remove the danger.

e, Every building that is within the scope of s122 of the Building Act 2004 and was issued
with a yellow or red safety notice during the state of emergency or subsequently will be
regarded as potentially earthquake-prone. As such it will be subject to the CCC EPB
policy unless it can be shown that it is not likely to collapse and cause death, injury etc in
a moderate earthquake. (Normal criteria in section 122 defining an earthquake-prone
building applies.)

Note:

In framing these conditions the Council has interpreted ss 121(1)(c) and (d) of the Building Act 2004 to
mean that when the conditions for removal of the red and yellow safety notices are met, the risks “that the
building could collapse or otherwise cause injury or death to any person in the building as a result of an
earthquake that generates shaking that is less than a moderate earthquake” or “that other property could
collapse or otherwise cause injury or death to any person in the building” are tolerable in the context of
other risks.

Note to structural engineers:

Judging by the impact on buildings in Christchurch city, the earthquake of 4 September 2010 is believed to
be equivalent to no more than a moderate earthquake. Furthermore, survival without collapse cannot be
taken as conclusive proof that a building will survive other earthquakes with similar overall levels of ground
shaking. Factors such as directionality and duration of strong shaking need to be taken into account.
Christchurch City Council believes that strengthening to as nearly as is reasonably practicable to that of a
new building is the best course of action. Achievement of as nearly as is reasonably practicable to 67% of a
new building standard will be accepted for strengthening / structural improvement of earthquake-prone
buildings.

Christchurch City Council Building Evaluation Team - Certification Commercial.doc - Verslon 1 dated 18 October 2010 3
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Statement by Chartered Professional Engineer in respect of the building at:

(BUIlIiNg AAAress)............ ... iiasioss i « e s i S e s i s G e R A T o Wl VA e Vi i

(Business Name if applicable} v i i s s s Lo e i aia st

[ .. (name), am a Chartered Professional Engineer (No.............,)
with relevant experience in the structural de5|gn of buildings for earthquake actions.

| have been engaged to provide advice to the owner on the interim securing / strengthening of the above
building following the earthquake of 4 September 2010.

 am aware of all the measures taken to secure or strengthen the building (the work) which were carried
out by (Name and contact address Of CONractor). ..o re e s

! have inspected the work on completion and am satisfied on reasonable grounds that:

a. Structural integrity and performance. Where the structural integrity and/or structural
performance of the building (or part of the building} was materially affected by the Darfield
earthquake or any aftershocks to date, interim securing measures have been taken to restore
the structural integrity and performance of the building to at least the condition that existed
prior to the earthquake of 4 September 2010.

b. Potentially dangerous features. Potentially dangerous features on the building such as
unreinforced masonry chimneys, parapets and walls have been removed or secured so that
their integrity and level of structural performance is consistent with that generally achieved in
other parts of the building, and so reduces the danger to people’s safety and of damage to
other property.

c. Threat from nearby buildings. (Delete one if not applicable)

° Protective measures installed on the subject building are sufficient in nature and extent
to protect its occupants in the event of collapse of potentially dangerous features on
adjacent or nearby buildings.

° ! have identified all potentially dangerous features such as unreinforced masonry
chimneys, parapets and walls on all adjacent or nearby buildings that have potentially
dangerous features which threaten the subject building or its occupants.

Buildings which | have identified in the above category are:

° 1 have advised the owner of the subject building that approval for resumption of
occupancy and use will be subject to Council approval to remove the red or yellow
safety notices from the buildings listed above.

Signed ........... R R R e Chartered Professional Engineer

Date ugimiv s i b e

Christchurch City Council Building Evaluation Team - Certification Commercial.doc - Version 1 dated 18 October 2010 4
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Street:
Number Road Name

229 Kilmore Street

264 Madras Street

110 Manchester St

127 Manchester St

84 Hereford Street

Westpac Lane

Location Comments

Comments

~ Can this fencing be pulled back to provide

NW Corner of Barbadoesbetter pedestrian access

Can this fencing be pulled back to provide

Backpackers on cnr of G:better pedestrian access

NE Corner of Tuam St

NW Corner of Tuam St

Corner of Vero

This builidng is fenced off down both
Manchester and Tuam St but the businesses
are still operating. The fencing has gone just
recently but we know nothing aou it. Can you
These buildings are fenced off on both Tuam
and Manchester St. Please advise when the
barricades can be moved in. In particular on
Tuam St. If we could move this in then we
could provide better pedestrian access.

Wall between properties is on a lean and looks
like it might collapse. Can this be inspected?
For further information please contact G.

Between Heritage Hotel Cross.

Update / Latest Status

Att 10 Schedule of Cordons (Initial).xls v4
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Risks & Hazards Contained
within the cordon

Collapse of facade

Fallen glass

Fallen glass

Parapets

Significant hazard still exists. Existing
cordon is placed correctly. Leave cordon in
place.

Remove cordon.

' Remove cordon.

~ Significant hazard still exists. Existing

cordon is placed correctly. Leave cordon in

Pplace.

Significant hazard still exists. Existing
cordon is placed correctly. Leave cordon in
place.

Date of Latest .
Instruction  Action Taken

“Cordon to remain in place
20/09/10:Cordon to remain in place

Cordon to remain in place

"~ 21/09/10 Cordon removed

21/09/10 Cordon removed

21/09/10 No action required

21/09/10 No action required

:Action
‘Taken Date

17/09/10

22/09/10

22/09/10

Att 10 Schedule of Cordons (Initial).xls v4
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Risks & Hazards Contained
within the cordon

Collapse of 7 storey building

Para péts

Fallen glass

Parapets

Partial building co'I'Iapse .

Partial building collapse, fagade,
parapets

Collapse of facade, parapets

Instruction from Inspection

Replace fencing with contrainers, containers
to be installed just wintin the fenceline.

and access to garage door as per sketch and
BETT email.

Significant hazard still exists. Existing
cordon is placed correctly. Leave cordon in
place.
:Significant hazard still exists. Existing
cordon is placed correctly. Leave cordon in
place.

Significant hazard still exists. Existing
cordon is placed correctly. Leave cordon in
place. S )
Hazards have been partially removed.
‘Traffic department may reduce the cordon
‘to corner of Sandyford as per sketch.
Significant hazard still exists. Existing
cordon is placed correctly. Leave cordon in
Hazards have been partially removed.
Traffic department may reduce the cordon
to corner of Battersea as per sketch.

Date of Latest
Instruction

‘Action Taken

22/09/10 Containers installed

22/09/10 Pedestrian access provided

22/09/10°No action required

21/09/10 No action required

21/09/10 Cordon reaiigned as per
instructions

21/09/10 No action required
21/09/10 Cordon realigned as per
instructions

21/09/10 No action required

Action
Taken Date

23/09/10

23/09/10

21/09/10

21/09/10

Att 10 Schedule of Cordons (Initial).xls v4
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::;:?ns;::iz:-_gf’:ontamed Instruction from Inspection ID::; ::tli.:rt‘est :Action Taken ?ac::: Date
Collapse of facade, parapets ‘Reinstate cordon on Ash St, from Madras to 21/09/10 Installed as per instructions 23/09/10
.just short of Poplar (allow access to café on
icnr Ash & Poplar)
Collapse of fagade, parapets, loose,Significant hazard still exists. Existing 21/09/10 No action required
brickwork cordon is placed correctly. Leave cordon in
. . . .iplace. |
Partial building collapse, facade,  Significant hazard still exists. Existing 21/09/10 No action required
parapets cordon is placed correctly. Leave cordon in
place. _
Remove cordon around 207 Cashel St but 23/09/10:Cordon removed from 207 23/09/10
ierect cordon around the adjacent building .and placed around 209
(209) with the broken panes to centerline
o footpath R -
Collapse of canpopy, collapse of  Cordon instructed in install along kerb line 24/09/10 FH to arrange 24/9
brickwork, building collapse t(21/9 instruction) needs to be pulled out
imminent. Building will be ‘further into road
demolished in two days. ) - 7 o
Unstable wall "Erect cordon to centreline of road. 24/09/10 FH to arrange 24/9
New cordon to be erected as per BETT email 23/09/10 Work completed, BET to 23/09/10
‘and attached sketch. Cordon at RnT Sport reassess buildings
iside of Struthers to be reassessed when
work has been completed .
“The shop below the verandas need to be 22/09/10:Shops have been fenced off 23/09/10
fenced off as per BETT email 22/9 o o
Unstable wall ~ Erect cordon as per BETT email and sketch 24/09/10 FH to arrange 24/9
Parapets ~ "TMC & Building Inspector met on site 22/9 22/09/10 Fencing installed 22/09/10
:and determinined fencing requirements
Parapets ‘Hazard still exists, cordon is appropriate 24/09/10 No action required

Att 10 Schedule of Cordons (Initial).xls v4
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Risks & Hazards Contained
within the cordon

Adjacent to collapsed building ™

Parapets

Parapets

Date of Latest

Instruction from Inspection Action Taken

Instruction

Arrange power company to reattach duct to 24/09/10 FH to arrange 23/9

power pole, then relocate cordon to

centerline of footpath around collapsed

building as per sketch & BETT email.

"Hazard stiil exists, cordon is appropriate 24/09/10 No action required
" "Erect "pedestrians use other footpath” sign 23/09/10 Actioned

and generally better pedestrian

management

As per BETT email, fencing requiered at 23/09/10 Fencing installed

corner of this building

Action
Taken Date

23/09/10

23/09/10

Att 10 Schedule of Cordons (Initial).xls v4
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Risks & Hazards Contained - . Date of Latest . Action
within the cordon Instruction from Inspection Instruction Action Taken Taken Date
Erect cordon around corner of building, 3m 24/09/10 FH to arrange 24/9
ifrom face of buiding (allow pedestrian flow
__;_p_a__gj:_)__as_g_er BET email and sketch

Att 10 Schedule of Cordons (Initial).xls v4
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Key builidngs to Reassess - Building Evaluation Team to Update

PRIORITY
Street -
Road Name Location Comments Comments Update / Latest Status
Number:
- 2 Worcester St Rolleston Avenue from Road was closed due to unstable tower on Fletchers have advised that cordons
Worcester to Hereford building. This has now been suported. can be removed. Increasing traffic
‘Fletchers Construction to advise when the flow at this point will cause problems

road closure can be removed or opened up so at other closures (e.g. Colombo St).
R - _ ~_ sone lane is available. )
73 Manchester St .Corner of Welles St Status of this building and how long fencing
needs to remain in place
81 Manchester St Corner of Welles St Status of this building and how long fencing
needs to remain in place

160 Manchester St ‘Corner of Hereford St The building has forced the closure of Demoilition is expected to take up to
Manchester and Hereford St intersection. twelve weeks. No schedule is
Can we please be updated with the progress available. Council is to maintain
with this building (ie is it being Outer Cordon - incl. provision of
demolished/repaired, how long the closure Security on Fri & Sat nights.
needs to remain in place).
193 Cashel St ~NE Corner of Liverpool Fencing in place due to falling flass. Glass
Street now cleared, can the fencing be removed or
pulled back to provide pedestrian access
Moorhouse Avenue Harvey Norman What is the status of this building? The
footpath is fenced off, but the retailer is in the
building and are continuing to operate. Can
the fencing be removed or pulled back to
provide pedestrian access?
68 - 76 Manchester St ‘SE Corner of St Asaph Can the fencing be pulled back from the lane
edge to the curb?

469:Colombo Street  Corner Of Sandyford  What is the status of this building? Can Building demolished. Cordons
Sandyford St be openened up to allow traffic reduced to prevent access to site.
to turn left into Colombo

Att 11 Schedule of Cordons (Residual).xls v2
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Street

Number Road Name

~454Colombo Street

441:Colombo Street

127 - 139 Manchester St

192 - 202:Madras Street

207.Cashel St

RS REA T

~Angus Street

- :Struthers Lane

1320pawa e s

:Location Comments

“Sandyford to Carlyle

Churchill's Pub on
.corner of Battersea

Tuam Lichfield
Just sourth of Tuam
North of Tuam

NE Corner
iCashel/Woolsack

“iCorner Springfield

‘From Lichfield to Back
‘of Tuam St CCC Offices

Shopping area by

‘Corner with Colombo

‘Comments

What is the status of this building? Can
Battersea St be openened up to allow traffic

ito turn left into Colombo

Reassess if we can push barriere back to
provide access along traffic lane.

‘Can we move containers east to open up a
:second traffic lane on east side

~ Reassess if we can push barrier back to~

provide access along traffic lane.

‘Can fences be removed as builders have
:completed strengthening work.

‘Wall on cnr has been reported as ‘beining in

danger of falling. Can this be assessed and
let us know what is required.

" Have these been assessed? What fencing is

Update / Latest Status

‘Traffic management as of 17/9 to

remain in place.

Debris removed from around building.
Reduction in Battersea St cordon

:considered by BET Team.

These containers are causing traffic
:congestion and pedestrian access
Jissues on West side

‘Pedestrians have to walk on road.

Pedestrians are walking through the
cordons - into the fall zone to cross

:Confirm that this still needs to be closed off

____________ Hawford ___required here? -
819 Colombo Street iCnr of Perterborough ‘The Thai restaurang buﬂdmg has a red stlcker
:Street but only protected by tape. Does this required

fencing?

Att 11 Schedule of Cordons (Residual).xls v2
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Street?Road Name

Location Comments

Number

274 Cashel St

280 Cashel St

~ Selwyn Street

Worcester St

181 Cashel St

'SW Corner of

Barbadoes St

SE Corner of Barbadoes

Shopping area

“Corner of Stanmore

Road _
Cashel Liguor Store
near Manchester
Btw Liverpool and

202 - 204 Hereford Street Woolsack Lane

132 Manchester St

33 Kilmore Street

Caxton Press

113 Victoria Street

24 Montreal Street

264 Madras Street

110 Manchester St

NE Corner of Tuam St

Comments

~ A sandstone wall is in risk of collapsing

Hunting and Fishing Store. Is the fencing still
required? L
Apparently this has been inspected by
engineer and is awaiting a decision by
insurance copmpnay as to if this will be
demolished. Can the process be accellerated?

~ Can the fencing / barricades be removed?

Appears to be a building site and no threat to
public safety. Can the fencing be removed?

Can the fencing / barricades be removed?
Repair work carried out by crane yesterday.
Can the fencing be removed and Bedford Row
opened up?

Can this be opened up to 2 lanes or remove

Cranmner Courts (cnr w the fencing totally?

This building is fenced off, but is advertising
on window that it is open for business via
entrance off carpark. Can the fencing be
removed?

Can this fencing be pulled back to provide

Backpackers on cnr of G:better pedestrian access

This builidng is fenced off down both
Manchester and Tuam St but the businesses
are still operating. The fencing has gone just
recently but we know nothing aou it. Can you
please advise if this is necessary.

Update / Latest Status

Building Inspector & Traffic
Management Coordinator visiting site
to assess

Fencing is required as instructed by
BETT.

Currently this process is being
investigated by CCC Lawyers.

Att 11 Schedule of Cordons (Residual).xls v2
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Strest Road Name

Number: Location Comments

127 Manchester St NW Corner of Tuam St

84 Hereford Street Corner of Vero

209-213 Tuam Street Domo Building

245 Manchester St Corner of Gloucester

Comments Update / Latest Status
These buildings are fenced off on both Tuam

and Manchester St. Please advise when the

barricades can be moved in. In particular on

Tuam St. If we could move this in then we

could provide better pedestrian access.

These buildings are fenced off with containers,
water filled barriers and fencing. The barriers
will make it difficult for progress on the

Tramway project.

BET Team Inspectors visited site and
spoke to engineers. Possible to
reduce cordon, but engineers prefer it
to remain in place.

Tulsi Restaurant. Can cordon be reduced to
provide additional traffic/pedestrian lanes

Att 11 Schedule of Cordons (Residual).xls v2
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within the cordon

Parapets

Parapets

Collapse of 7 storey building

Fallen glass

Parapets

Risks & Hazards Contéined

eee p.I. ?_Ce.

‘cordon is placed correctly. Leave cordon in
Sigrii'fi'éé'nt"Haza'l"dmstil'l exists. Ekisfihg
cordon is placed correctly. Leave cordon in
place. )
Maintain cordon as per instructions from
BET Team.

Significant hazard still exists. Existing
cordon is placed correctly. Leave cordon in
Place. S . ..

Significant hazard still exists. Existing
‘cordon is placed correctly. Leave cordon in
place.

Significant hazard still exists. Existing
cordon is placed correctly. Leave cordon in

improvements fall within overall plan for
Colombo St, Sydenham.

Date of Latest

Instruction Action Taken

Cordon to remain in place

'21/09/10 No action required

' 21709/10 ‘No action required

21/09/10 No action required

21/09/10:Cordon realigned as per
instructions

Action
Taken Date

21/09/10

Att 11 Schedule of Cordons (Residual).xls v2
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Risks & Hazards Contained
within the cordon

parapets

Collapse of facade, parapets

Collapse of facade, parapets, loose |
brickwork

Partial building collapse, facade,
parapets

Collapse of facade, parapets, east--
facing wall.

Collapse of canpopy, collapse of
brickwork, building collapse
imminent. Building will be
demolished in two days.
Unstable wall

Unstable wall

“Erect cordon to centreline of road.

‘Instruction from Inspection

‘Hazards have been removed. Traffic flow
:/improvements fall within overall plan for
‘Colombo St, Sydenham.

Hazards have been reduced Traffic flow
improvements fall within overall plan for

:Colombo St, Sydenham.

Plans in place for owners to provide

:sustainable public access.

‘Significant hazard still exists. Existing
:cordon is placed correctly. Leave cordon in

place.
Significant hazard still exists. Existing
cordon is placed correctly. Leave cordon in

place.

“Remove cordon around 207 Cashel St but
‘erect cordon around the adjacent building
:(209) with the broken panes to centerline
‘footpath

:Cordon instructed in install along kerb line

(21/9 instruction) needs to be pulled out

further into road

~ New cordon to be erected as per BETT email

and attached sketch. Cordon at RnT Sport
side of Struthers to be reassessed when
work has been completed

' The shop below the verandas need to be
‘fenced off as per BETT email 22/9

‘Erect cordon as per BETT email and sketch

Instruction

Date of Latest Action Taken

21/09/10:Cordon realigned as per
instructions

21/09/10 No action required
21/09/10 No action required
21/09/10No action required

"No action required

23/09/10 Cordon removed from 207
and placed around 209

24/69/i6

24/09/10

23/09/10 Work completed, BET to
reassess buildings

22/09/10:Shops have been fenced off

Action
Taken Date

21/09/10

23/09/10

23/09/10

23/09/10

Att 11 Schedule of Cordons (Residual).xls v2
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Risks & Hazards Contained
within the cordon

Pa ra'pe't's

Parapets

Parapets

Instruction from Inspection

"TMC & Building Inspector met on site 22/9

and determinined fencing requirements

Hazard still exists, cordon is appropriate

‘provided. This will allow additional

carparking.

" Hazard still exists, cordon is appropriate

Further repair work required. Expect to be
able to remove cordons in early November.
Modify cordon arrangements as per plan
provided by Holmes Consulting to create 2
Lanes.

;As per BETT email, fencing required at
icorner of this building

Instruction

Date of Latest Action Taken

~22/09/10 Fencing installed

24/09/10 No action required

24/09/10 No action required

23/09/10 Fencing installed

Action
Taken Date

22/09/10

23/09/10

Att 11 Schedule of Cordons (Residual).xls v2
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Risks & Hazards Contained
within the cordon

Collapse of facade, parapets

Partial building collapse, facade,

parapets

Instruction from Inspection

Date of Latest
Instruction

24/09/10

safety. Cordon to remain in place until work
is completed - expected mid January 2011.

Action

:Action Taken Taken Date

Att 11 Schedule of Cordons (Residual).xls v2
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Guidance For Monitoring And Reviewing Barricades

Barricade Purpose - Protect people from dangerous buildings
Issues to be considered

* The longer the period damaged buildings remain unattended to the greater the risk

* Factors determining the necessary clearance from buildings
o Type of potential failures

= Total building (1.5 building height)
=  Top storey only (1.5 top storey height)
« Parapet only (2 metres outside veranda fascia or 3 metres from building)

o Mass of material in potential failures (add base width of potential material pile to above)

* Interaction of barricades with traffic and pedestrians

Traffic volume

Route complexity — road alignment, cross roads, traffic lights etc.
Further barricades are from building the greater the potential conflict
More street crossing points may be needed

O ©0 O o

* Differing levels of protection required for pedestrians, people with disabilities, cyclists and motorists
o Protection to be provided for visually impaired pedestrians? (instances have been seen)
o Should separation distances be different for pedestrians than motor vehicles? (Direct
pedestrians to other side of road?)

* Varying standard of barricades
o Containers
Wire fences
Cones
Tape
Define where each is appropriate
The simpler the barricades the easier they are moved
People entering red placarded buildings

0 0 0O 0O 0O o©°

* Conflict with working areas for building and other works
o Are TMPs being provided and approved for these activities?
o Regular reviews needed? (say daily by vehicle — Monday and Friday by foot)

* Knowledge of which buildings need barricading
o Information available from database(s)

* Removal of placards by unofficial sources
o Absence of placard does not necessarily mean no barricade needed

Draft 4 - 15:15- 16 September 2010
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Christchurch
City Council © ¥

Procedure for Permitting the Removal of Temporary
Fencing/ Barricades from Around Damaged Buildings

Buildings with Green Stickers

To get temporary traffic management such as tape, fences/ barricades removed from a
building with a green sticker the following process must be followed:

1. The property owner is to contact the CCC Building Evaluation Team, stating that their
building has a green sticker and they would like the tape/ fencing/ barricades
removed.

2. The CCC Building Evaluation Team will check the building status. If the building has
a green sticker and is a stand alone building, or if the building has a green sticker and
is adjacent to buildings that also have green stickers then the process continues to
Step 4.

3. If the building has a green sticker and adjacent to buildings that have either red or
yellow stickers then refer to the process for Buildings with Yellow or Red Stickers.

4. Once the CCC Building Evaluation Team is satisfied that the building is safe and that
it does not pose a threat to the public safety they will contact the CCC Traffic
Management Team.

5. CCC Traffic Management Team instructs the maintenance contractor to remove the
tape/ fencing/ barricade

Buildings with Yellow or Red Stickers

To get temporary traffic management such as tape, fences/ barricades removed from a
building with either a yellow or red sticker the following process must be followed:

1. The buiiding is to be made safe

2. The property owner arranges for a suitably qualified engineer/ inspector to assess the
building.

3. The engineer/ inspector produces a structural assessment report stating that the
building is safe to occupy and does not pose a threat to public safety

4. The property owner presents the structural assessment report to the CCC Building
Evaluation Team.

5. Once the CCC Building Evaluation Team is satisfied that the building is safe and that
it does not pose a threat to the public safety they will contact the CCC Traffic
Management Team (this step may include an inspection by the CCC Building
Evaluation Team and/or Traffic Management Team).

6. CCC Traffic Management Team instructs the maintenance contractor to remove the

tape/ fencing/ barricade.

Contact: CCC Building Evaluation Team
941 8698 or 941 8666
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Building Entry to Red Placard Buildings
Information for Residential Home Owners and
Occupiers.

Access to multi-storey (3 or more) buildings MUST be with a CPEng.
Access to all other buildings can be supervised by a Certified Builder, or a
Registered Master Builder.

Is building safe for building owners / occupiers to
enter, with a CPEng, Certified Builder, or a
Registered Master Builder.

CPEng, Certified Builder, or Registered

Master Builder to enter property with Seek further advice from
homeowner & assist with removal of CPEng.
personal possessions** only.

The Building Act (2004) still applies. A building consent for urgent building work can be obtained at the Recovery Office
based in the new City Council buildings in Hereford Street. These consents will be subject to safe practice conditions such
as disconnecting the power and drains, along with appropriate health and safety practices. Heritage conditions will apply.

*Use IPENZ engineer referral service, phone 0800 2424 4357 or refer to page 415 in the Christchurch Yellow Pages for a structural or civil
engineer

** This process only covers uplifting personal & sentimental possessions eg jewellery, photographs, personal effects, medication and clothing.
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Enabling Engineer-Supervised Access to Tenants of Red Placarded
Buildings that are Undamaged (R3: Threatened by other buildings).

Objective

To provide engineer-supervised access to owners and tenants of Red Placarded buildings that
are undamaged but under threat of damage from other buildings (Level 2 Usability Category
R3) in order to enable the quick removal of valuables and essential business items that would
enable them to continue operations from other premises.

Risk Basis
The threat of significant aftershocks remains, with the possibility of further dislodgement of
parts of buildings and in some cases of collapse of buildings.

Furthermore, the structural status of the Red Placarded buildings within cordoned off areas (as
opposed to individual buildings that are otherwise accessibie) has not yet been established.
The extent of structural hazards within those buildings has therefore yet to be systematically
identified.

Accordingly, only short duration access by a limited number of people at any one time is
permitted in order to minimise risk exposure. A maximum of two people in any one tenancy for
up to 60 minutes is recommended, at all times under the supervision of a Chartered
Professional Engineer (Structural) with USAR experience and direct supervision of USAR
trained registered response teams.

Methodology
* A CPEng registered structurai engineer with USAR experience to stand in the

intersection of Hereford & Manchester Street and monitor 160 Manchester St
building for movement/change.

* Occupants/tenants of properties (x2) accompanied by USAR trained registered
response team members (x2) to enter properties for up to 1 hour to uplift property.

* CPEng engineer & RT member(s) to communicate via handheld radio.

* CPEng engineer to order immediate evacuation of properties and cordoned area if a
danger of collapse or significant hazard is identified.

* RT member(s) order immediate evacuation of property and cordon area if a
significant hazard is identifted.

* All CCC representatives, contractors and property owners/tenants entering the
cordon where personal protection equipment (helmet, safety boots, gloves).

Other Requirements and Restrictions
The focus is on removal of critical business items (computers, hard drives, key files and
financial information plus any valuables) only. Vehicles will not be able to be driven within the

barricaded areas.

Engineering Resources

Chartered Professional Engineer (Structural), preferably with Urban Search and Rescue
training. Engineers will need full safety equipment (hard hat and safety boots). Engineers will
need to work in pairs when inside buildings.

Engineers are to do a full check of the premises (exterior first and then, if safe to enter, the
interior) before tenancy / owner representatives are allowed to enter. The status of electricity
supply to the building will need to be specifically ascertained prior to entry.

Issues that will determine process
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Barricade / cordon access

- Coordinate security at the street barricade / cordon to allow access into the area.
- Maintain security to prevent onlookers following supervised parties into the cordoned
area.

Communication with owners and tenants
- Communicate supervised entry (for removal of critical business/personal possession
items) plan to owners / tenants.
- ldentify liaison for owners and tenants (CDC?) and the supervisory personnel,
o Itis recommended that owners/tenants meet engineers at a specific cordon
entry point at a pre-determined time.

Resourcing
- 4x Engineers (1 for each cordon access point).

- PPE (hard hats, steel-capped boots) for owners / tenants.
- 4 x Security Guards (1 for each cordon)



ENG.CCC.0001.137




ENG.CCC.0001.138

Template for Letter Confirming Cordon Placement

Christchurch
City Council -+
<ADDRESS BLOCK>

Dear <NAME>,
Re: Cordons around <Site or Street>

Christchurch City Council confirm that a cordon was in place in the Central Business District (CBD) from
5/09/2010 until 10/09/2010. During the State of Emergency the Controller and Police advised the public
against entering the CBD. This advisory was in place up to and including 16/09/2010,

The cordons were in place and affecting <SPECIFIC SITE(S) from <DATE> until <DATE>. These cordons
will have prevented public access for any and all purposes.

Regards,

<NAME>

Project Manager

Building Evaluation Transition Team
Christchurch City Councll

Building Evaluation Transition Team

Civic Offices, 53 Hereford Street, Christchurch 8011
PO Box 73013, Christchurch 8140

Email: cdrescue@ccc.govi.nz

www.ccc.govi.nz
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Building Inspection Data
As At: 16.00 Hours Friday 29 October 2010

Total Number of Inspections

ENG.CCC.0001.140

(Everything — Including CBD, Residential, Arterial, Specials, Health)

Total 9209

RED Placards — Building Safety

Individual Health Assessment
GREEN Placards (Some With Health Component)

RED Placards

RED Placards - Health

CBD Inspections Only

(Suburb = CBD)

Total 1018

RED Placards — Building Safety

Individual Health Assessment

GREEN Placards

RED Placards

RED Placards - Health

Residential Building Inspections Only

585
7294

352

272
80

796

60

6.35%
79.21%

3.82%

2.95%
0.87%

0%
78.19%

5.89%

5.89%
0%

(“Primary Occupancy” = Dwelling, PLUS, “Other Residential” Where “Number
of Residential Units” Filled In, PLUS, “Commercial/Offices” And “Other” With

“Number of Residential Units” Filled In)

Total 6922

RED Placards — Building Safety

Individual Health Assessment
GREEN Placards (Some With Health Component) 5479

Red Placards

RED Placards - Health

576

205

126
79

8.32%
79.15%

2.96%

1.82%
1.14%
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CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL

ENFORCEMENT TEAM
NOTICES COVERSHEET

Christchurch
City Council w9

Address :

Date : Time:

Building Evaluation Transition Team - Actions

Level 1/2 Assessment Sheet completed (attached) Yes / No
Photos taken and attached: Yes / No
Previous Existing Placard— RED YELLOW GREEN UNKNOWN

New Status (please circle— RED YELLOW GREEN

Further Action required: Yes /No
(Instruction for Administration)

No further Action required — Information entered by Data Hub - File

Notice Required to be completed by Operation NOTICE staff Yes /No

Txt: Fully outline what the danger is and / or work required:

Completed by
(print name):
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CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL

ENFORCEMENT TEAM

UPDATED INFORMATION / REPORT COVERSHEET

Christchurch
City Council ¥+

Address :

Building Evaluation Transition Team - Actions

Structural Engineers Report Received Yes / No
CPEng certified or authorised per list Yes / No
CCC Structural Engineer reviewed Report Yes / No
CCC Engineer Inspection Required Yes / No
AGREE with information supplied Yes / No
DISAGREES or REQUIRES more information Yes / No
Recommendations — Yes / No
Report Authorised by :

(Print Name )

Date Time:

Property Owner / Engineer advised by : Phone / Email Yes / No
Copy attached Yes / No
Hard Copy taken for BETT team Yes / No
Forward to Data Hub Yes / No
Completed by (print name:

Data Hub - Action |

Reports entered into Assessment Document Yes / No
Scanned into Shared drive Yes / No
Forward to Operation Notice Yes / No
Completed by (print name:

Attached to Enforcement File

Yes / No

Completed by (print name:
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Updating Your Building Status

Restricted
DEMOLITION | o REPAIRS
. N
REQUIRED? <> REQUIRED? .
Yes Yesl
CONSENT / CONSENT No
EXEMPTION [T D20t
APPROVED? 1
Yes Yes
COMPLETE REPAIRS
chimneys, parapets,
\ 4 * insanitary buildings etc
Advise CCC COMPLETE REPAIRS +
when ™| - Structural / Outside .
hazard from NZ Standard 3604, etc Yos Repairs completed
adjacent by license
property + professional?
removed Submit application for No
T Code Compliance * v
I
| Submit .
l Completed Notify CCC
I PS3* or when repairs
| Code PS4** Form completed
I Compliance N . and / or
| issued? confirming
| : work hazard(s)
: Yes completed. removed.
|

*CCC Form B-085. Available from www.ccc.govt.nz/hom
** Available from your CPENg registered structural engineer.
- - - - > Additional inspection may be required prior to building status change.

v.412.10.10
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Particulars of Building Damage - relating to building status (red / yellow)

1. Type of Damage

Choose one of the following (structural damage takes priority over other types

of damage):
1. The building has been damaged, and there are structural defects to the
building; or

2. Damage to parapets, and/or chimneys, and/or ornamental features that
may pose a risk to the public and/or adjacent property; or

3. The building has been damaged resulting in potential ingress of water
(Insanitary Building, refer Environmental Health).

4. There is a risk that other property could collapse resulting in injury or
death to any persons in the building or to persons on other property.
(NOTICE NOT TO BE SERVED, letter only).

2. Characteristics of Damage
a. Significant damage to structural walls, party walls, fire walls and / or
structural frame (cracking, bowing, failed connections, spalling).

b. Significant damage to foundations (cracking, significant settlement).

c. Significant damage to roof structure.

d. Significant damage / instability of stairwells or egress ways.

e. Loose or insecure parapets, and/or chimneys, and/or ornamental
features.

f. Loose orinsecure debris (bricks, glass etc).

g. Cladding damaged or veneer dislodged ((Insanitary Building, refer
Environmental Health).

If any of the above applies the building meets the definition of a
dangerous building:

“The building or parts of the building are likely to collapse without warning,
resulting in injury or death to any persons in the building or to persons on
other property.”

3. Consequences of Damage (not to be recorded in notice — will indicate
resolution date):

i.  Protection measures (cordons and barriers) in place around the
building post-earthquake is impeding public right of ways and / or traffic
flows.

ii.  Debris from the property are impeding public right of ways and / or
traffic flows.

iil.  Condition of building is posing a risk to other buildings.

Building Consent: Required / May be required / Not required.

Date for work to be resolved: (minimum 10 working days):

Trim Ref: 10/574125
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NEW ZEALAND RED CROSS

CANTERBURY EARTHQUAKE
COMMISSION NEW ZEALAND

RED CROSS

FACT SHEET - EMERGENCY GRANTS

THE COMMISSION

The New Zealand Red Cross Canterbury Earthquake Commission was established following the earthquake on 4
September 2010 which affected many homes in the Canterbury region. The Commission is made up of representatives
from each of the Christchurch City, Selwyn District and Waimakariri District Councils, a representative from the New
Zealand Red Cross and an independent Chair.

The Commission oversees the application of funds received by the New Zealand Red Cross for those who have been
affected by the earthquake. The funds include generous contributions from the government, businesses and people
across New Zealand.

EMERGENCY GRANTS

In order to assist those who have been displaced from their homes as a result of damage arising from the earthquake,
the Commission is inviting those who have had fo leave their usual place of residence due to damage to apply for
Emergency Grants. The grants are infended to provide initial one-off assistance.

Where an Emergency Grant is awarded, you may use the grant for any purpose. It will not be necessary for you to
provide evidence of the way in which the money has been used.

Emergency Grants are not available to businesses which have been displaced as a result of the earthquake.

CRITERIA

In order to be eligible for an Emergency Grant:
{a) On the date of application, you must be living at a different address from the address you were living at on the
date of the Canterbury earthquake, due to damage to your home; AND
(b} You must not have received any financial assistance relating to losses suffered as a result of the Canterbury
earthquake (and must not be awaiting the outcome of any applications for financial assistance), EXCEPT for
assistance from:
1) The Earthquake Commission (EQC);
2) An insurance company; and/or
3) Any financial assistance from the Ministry of Social Development; and/or
4) A grant from a Mayoral Relief Fund, such as the Waimakariri Mayoral Relief Fund “Mainpower Grant” AND
(c) either
1) Your home has been assessed by a building inspector appointed by their local authority since the Canterbury
earthquake AND been issued with a red inspection certificate or a yellow inspection certificate which declares
the building is not able to be lived in until repaired,
or
2) A qualified professional or insurance assessor has assessed the applicant’s usual place of residence and has
identified issues which have resulted in advice that it is not safe for people to live there.
or
3) The dwelling is clearly not fit for/safe for people to live there. Any evidence available to support this should be
included in the application.
Where people have relocated due to concerns about further possible earthquakes they are not eligible for this grant.
You should provide all paperwork relating to their property that is available, including any council certificates, reports
and other documentation. Copies or photographs of certificates must be clearly legible and show address and other
relevant information.
Where one or more people in a household have received a Damaged Homes Grant, the household will not be eligible
for an Emergency Grant, or vice versa. In general, people who receive Emergency Grants will not be eligible for
Hardship Grants.
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Applicants must be at least 16 years old. Only one application will be considered for each household (flatmates should
apply jointly and bank account details should match names on the lease.

AMOUNTS
Where your application is successful, the amount of the Emergency Grant shall be as follows:
Usual household composition as at the date of the earthquake Grant Amount
One adult $1,000
Two adults $2,000
One or more adults and at least one child less than $3.000
16 years old usually living at that residence '
Three or more adults $3,000

Where you have received a grant from a mayoral relief fund, any grant awarded shall be reduced by an equivalent amount.

All grants are subject fo the availability of funding. No more than one Emergency Grant will be paid per home.

PROCESS

In order to apply for a grant, you must complete the Emergency Grant Application Form (available with this fact sheet].

Please complete all of the questions on the application form and attach the required documentation. Where more than
one person aged 16 years or over is living in a residence, it is important that all adults sign the application form.

Applications may be lodged with the New Zealand Red Cross Canterbury Earthquake Commission in any of the
following ways:

1) Email it to eqgrant@redcross.org.nz
(Please note that where applications are lodged by email, the relevant supporting documentation must be scanned
and atfached to your email); OR

2) Post it o PO Box 12140, Thorndon, Wellington 6144; OR

3) Fax it fo (04) 473 4923; OR

4) Deliver it to one of the following locations:
(a) New Zealand Red Cross House, 32 Birmingham Drive, Christchurch; OR
(b) Any Ministry of Social Development office; OR

(c) A service centre or office of the Christchurch City Council, Selwyn District Council or Waimakariri
District Council.

The Red Cross Canterbury Earthquake Commission aims o respond to all Grant Applications within five (5) working
days of receipt of the application.

Please keep a copy of your application for your records.

MEANS OF PAYMENT

Grants shall be paid directly info a bank account in the name of the applicant {or info @ joint account where the name
of the applicant is one of the joint names on the account). Payments will only be made into bank accounts in the name
of individuals, not info those of businesses or other organisations.

ENQUIRIES FOR ASSISTANCE
IF you have any questions relating to Home Grants, please contact the New Zealand Red Cross (0800 754726).

If you would like help completing an application form, please visit a Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Centre at one of
the following addresses:

* Kaiapoi Community Centre, 24 Sewell Street * Department of Labour, 144 Kilmore Street

* Linwood Community Link, 154 Aldwins Road * Heartland Services, Hornby, 25 Shands Road

* Work and Income, New Brighton, 26 Beresford Street.

VERSION 6
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Updating Your Building Status

DEMOLITION | No_ REPAIRS No

LIKELY?
Yes
_‘ Yes*

CONSENT / No CONSENT  |No
EXEMPTION REQUIRED?
APPROVED?

Vos vgs COMPLETE REPAIRS
chimneys, parapets,
' * insanitary buildings etc
: COMPLETE REPAIRS
Adv\;vsr(]ee(r?CC ™| - Structural / Outside = * I
epairs completed
e B NZ Standard 3604, etc Yes pby A No
adjace?t + professional?
roperty ;
femoved Submit application for
| Code Compliance
1 Submit Engage
: =g Completed licensed
I PS3* or professional
| No CO‘?'e PS4** Form (Masterbuilder,
ompliance -
| ; : confirming tradsperson,
I issued? work Engineer) to
I confirm work
| Yes completed. completed.
I
I

* CCC wwww.Faorm B-085. Available from www.ccc.govt.nz/homeliving/buildingplanning/forms/index.aspx
** Available from your CPEng registered structural engineer.
- - - - > Additional inspection may be required prior to building status change.
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——— Yellow CDEMA Notice (Restricted Entry)| New CSR’s for
Y , Dangerous Buildings

Determination made on existing e (Some confusion around these as to the

information by delegated CCC Both are now deemed circumstances under which they've been

Officer that building is E’u‘;sig"t":;s under issued and what exactly people were Building inspected so a |
dangerous {or insanitary) under Red - 5%24(1)@ reshjcted from doing, e.g. although notice determination can be
Building Act tests Yellow — s124(1)(d) requires that people do not stay on the No status under made as to whether or
And are valid for 60 property, some owners were told they the Building Act not the building is
days unless renewed could live in or use parts of the building). dangerous under the
e | Building Act tests.
i
] Can now be
All yellow buildings will removed if
it t be reassessed (***) over owners wish If
i nithelne e the next few weeks, i angerou
7N starting with commercial i
SN o buildings, so a " Ifnot ™
“dangerous~ determination can be \Qaﬂgermjs.
.- made as to whether or .
A new Building Act “No Entry” A1 not the building is
notice (s124(1)(b)*) and a dangerous under the
Building Act “Repair” notice ___Building Act tests.
(s124(1)(c)*™) will be fixed to -
the building (replacing existing Eoé%rthefla;t'?[}
CDEMA notice) and both Vbu";if;c' A a‘; '
notices also sent in post with [ /'i_“hgpaﬁ" nofice 'l [ 4 : damaae %uildin
cover letter to owner (and v only s fixed to the No further action ownger’will - g
others, as required by Building building and sent, by Council, but if gl
. including el h'as' ¥ o
Either / Or instrulzgons on any damage, building Reco;/ er)(IOfﬁce
restricted use of gl vallibejgiven il
the building that is Bullding Recovery
allowed Office details

sk of another building falling on that building - only a “No Entry”

o work to remedy the danger or the insanitary situation. The notice
one, must state whether a building consent is required or not, and
e specified the Council may do the work and owner is liable for cost.

ill be checked to assess whether or not the owner is already taking
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n CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL
had ENFORCEMENT TEAM
CHRISTCHURCH Operation Notice — Action
Review Assessment Yes /No
Review Reports Yes /No
Notice required: Circle
1. S 124(1)(c) - Section 121(1)(a) or ( ¢ ) — Must Obtain BC (Red) 1
2. S 124(1)(c) — Section 121(1)(a) or (¢ ) — May Not Require BC (Red) 2
3. §124(1)(c) - Section 121(1)(a) or ( ¢ ) — Must Obtain BC (Y ellow) 3
4. S124(1)(c) — Section 121(1)(a) or (c ) - May Not Require BC (Yellow) 4
5. S124(1)(c) — Section 123 - Insanitary 5
Letter Required: Circle
1. Red (s124(1)(b)) notice and a dangerous building (s124(1)(c)) repair notice have 1
been issued — commercial
2. Red (s124(1)(b)) notice and a dangerous building (s124(1)(c)) repair notice have 2
been issued - residential
3. Red (s124(1)(b)) notice is issued (in the s121(1)(d) situation — risk of building 3
collapsing onto this building) - commercial
4. Red (s124(1)(b)) notice is issued (in the s121(1)(d) situation — risk of building 4
collapsing onto this building) - residential
3. Section 124(1)(c) repair notice has been issued Jor an insanitary building - 5
residential
0. Section 124(1)(c) repair notice has been issued for an insanitary building - 6
commerciul
7. Section 124(1)(d) restricted entry notice and a dangerous building (s124(1)(c)) 7
repair notice have been issued - commercial
8. Section 124(1)(d) restricted entry notice and a dangerous building (s124(1)(c)) 8
repair notice have been issued - residential
9. No placard — dangerous building (s124(1)(c)) repair notice is issued - residential 9
10. No placard — dangerous building (s124(1)(c)) repair notice is issued - commercial 10
Completed by: Date
Print I
Secretarial Services Action: Complete Notices and letters as indicated above Date
/[
Notice Copies x 3 Date
1. 1 property owner via mail [
2. 1xfile /I
3. 1 x Attaching property / building /]
Letter Copies x 2
1. 1x property owner via mail /A

2. 1xfile /
Completed by: Date
Print !/
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Christchurch
City Council B

Notice under s124(1)(b) of the Building Act 2004 (as inserted by the Canterbury Earthquake
(Building Act) Order 2010) for hoarding to restrict entry to a commercial or residential building

DO NOT APPROACH OR ENTER THIS
BUILDING

THIS BUILDING IS A DANGEROUS BUILDING UNDER SECTIONS 121 AND
124 OF THE BUILDING ACT 2004

USING OR OCCUPYING THIS BUILDING IS AN OFFENCE PURSUANT TO
S128 OF THE BUILDING ACT 2004

Contact the Christchurch City Council Building Recovery Office for approval of any
proposed action to remedy the danger: 941-8999 or buildingrecoveryoffice@ccc.qgovt.nz,
Ground Floor Civic Offices, 53 Hereford Street

DO NOT REMOVE THIS NOTICE
Placed by the Christchurch City Council pursuant to s124(1)(b) of the Building Act 2004

ISSUED ON / | (VALID FOR 60 DAYS UNLESS RENEWED BY THE CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL )
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Christchurch
City Council e

Notice under s124(1)(b) of the Building Act 2004 (as inserted by the Canterbury Earthquake
(Building Act) Order 2010) for hoarding to restrict entry to a commercial or residential building

DO NOT APPROACH OR ENTER THIS
BUILDING

THIS BUILDING IS A DANGEROUS BUILDING UNDER SECTIONS 121(1)(d)
AND 124 OF THE BUILDING ACT 2004

“in that there is a risk that other property could collapse or otherwise
cause injury or death to any person in the building"

USING OR OCCUPYING THIS BUILDING IS AN OFFENCE PURSUANT TO
S$128 OF THE BUILDING ACT 2004

Contact the Christchurch City Council Building Recovery Office for approval of any
proposed action to remedy the danger: 941-8999 or buildingrecoveryoffice@ccc.qgovt.nz,
Ground Floor Civic Offices, 53 Hereford Street

DO NOT REMOVE THIS NOTICE

Placed by the Christchurch City Council pursuant to s124(1)(b) of the Building Act 2004
ISSUED ON / | (VALID FOR 60 DAYS UNLESS RENEWED BY THE CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL )
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[For use when only a Red (s124(1)(b)) notice is issued (in the s121(1)(d)
situation — risk of building collapsing onto this building) — residential]

Christchurch
City Council -+
Date

FirstName LastName

CompanyName

Address1-either StreetAddress or PO BoxAddress
Address2-City and PostalCode

Dear Sir/Madam
Notice not to use or occupy a building

The earthquake that struck Christchurch last week and the subsequent aftershocks have damaged
many buildings in the City. It has been an extremely traumatic time for both commercial building
owners and home owners, facing the damage and the scope of repairs that may be needed to fix their
buildings.

Christchurch City Council staff have been, and still are, working hard to assess thousands of buildings
and homes throughout the city to determine whether or not they are dangerous buildings.

Special legislation for Council to use for dangerous buildings

To assist the Council with its efforts following the earthquake special legislation has been enacted.
This legislation has enhanced powers the Council already has under the Building Act 2004 to deal
with dangerous buildings. The primary aim of those powers is to keep people safe.

Steps the Council can take to achieve this aim include issuing notices to prevent people from using or
occupying a building or to allow restricted entry to a building. A notice can also require that repairs
must be carried out on a dangerous building within a certain time.

The Dangerous Building Notice Council has issued for your building

The Council considers that your building is a dangerous building as defined in section 121(1)(d) of the
Building Act. This section, which was inserted into the Building Act 2004 by the special legislation,
provides that a building can be classified as dangerous when there is a risk that other property could
collapse or otherwise cause injury or death to any person in the building.

The Council believes that is the situation with your building and considers it is necessary for a notice
to be issued to prevent the use or occupation of your building (a Red/section 124(1)(b) notice).

This notice is enclosed and has also been placed on your building to warn of the danger, as required
by the Building Act. Please do not remove this notice.

The Council's Building Recovery Office can help you

We recommend that you contact the Christchurch City Council Building Recovery Office (details
below) to discuss why your building has been assessed as being dangerous or if the particulars on
the notices need clarification.

We also recommend that you talk to the Building Recovery Office before taking any steps to remedy
the danger, and in order to discuss the detail of any building consents or resource consents that may
be required for the work. In working with you on the best solution we may also need to consider
whether you need longer than the timeframe specified in the section 124(1)(c) notice to carry out the
necessary work.

Civic Offices, 53 Hereford Street, Christchurch, 8011
PO Box 237, Christchurch, 8140

Phone: 03 941 8999, Facsimile: 03 941 8786
Email: info@ccc.govt.nz

www.ccc.govl.nz
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If you have not already done so, we recommend that you contact your insurers to discuss this
situation.

We appreciate your understanding in this matter.

CONTACT:

CCC Building Recovery Office
Ground floor Civic Offices

53 Hereford Street

Tel: 03 941 8999

Email: Buildingrecoveryoffice@ccc.govt.nz

Yours faithfully

Firsthame Lastname Staffmember
PositionName

UnitName

GroupName

DDI 941 8999

Encl.
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n CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL

CHRIS?CZURCH NOTICE

e UNDER SECTION 124(1)(c), BUILDING ACT 2004
(as modified by the Canterbury Earthquake
(Building Act) Order 2010)

TO:

THE BUILDING

Street Address:

Legal Description: Lot ??, Deposited Plan ?7?7?

PARTICULARS

In accordance with s121(1)(a) or (c) of the Building Act 2004, this building is dangerous as a result of an earthquake which
occurred at the property on Saturday 4th September 2010, or as a result of aftershocks following that earthquake.

1. The building has been damaged, and there are structural defects to the building.
2. Councils records show -------- (Insert appropriate fields from Assessment database)

3. The building, or parts of the building are likely to collapse without warning, resulting in injury or death to any persons in
the building or to persons on other property;

TO REDUCE OR REMOVE THE DANGER YOU MUST:

A. Comply with any notice attached to the building prohibiting the use or occupation of the building, or restricting entry to
the building.

B. Keep persons away from the danger/risk in the building.
C. Carry out work on the building to remove the danger .

D. You must obtain a building consent to carry out any demolition, repairs or other work to remove the danger. Please
contact the Christchurch City Council Building Recovery Office by telephone on 941-8999, or by email at
buildingrecoveryoffice@ccc.govt.nz, or in person at the Ground Floor, Civic Offices, 53 Hereford Street, before
making your building consent application.

E. If urgent building work is necessary to save or protect life or health or prevent serious damage to property then you
may be able to carry out that work without a building consent (see s41(1)(c) of the Building Act 2004). If, in reliance on
s41(1)(c), building work is carried out without a building consent having been obtained, the owner must, as soon as
practicable after completion of the building work, apply for a certificate of acceptance under s96 of the Building Act 2004.

F. If the building is a listed heritage building then council approval must be obtained for the work, whether or not
a building consent is required.

Work required by this notice must be carried out by 31 JANUARY 2011 or such other date agreed in writing by the
Council.

If the work is NOT carried out before 31 January 2011, or such other time as agreed by the Council in writing, the
Council may carry out the work required and you will be liable for the costs of the work unless you apply within 5
days of the work being carried out to a District Court for relief from this obligation.

Signed for & on behalf of the Christchurch City Council:
Name:

Position: Enforcement Officer

Date of issue:
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N CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL

CHRIS%ZURCH NOTICE

el UNDER SECTION 124(1)(c), BUILDING ACT 2004
(as modified by the Canterbury Earthquake
(Building Act) Order 2010)

TO:

THE BUILDING

Street Address:

Legal Description: Lot ?7?, Deposited Plan ??77?

PARTICULARS

In accordance with s121(1)(a) or (c) of the Building Act 2004, this building is dangerous as a result of an earthquake which
occurred at the property on Saturday 4th September 2010, or as a result of aftershocks following that earthquake.

1. The building has been damaged, and there are structural defects to the building.

2. Councils records show ~—----—-— (Insert appropriate fields from Assessment database)

TO REDUCE OR REMOVE THE DANGER YOU MUST:

A. Comply with any notice attached to the building prohibiting the use or occupation of the building, or restricting entry to
the building.

B. Keep persons away from the danger/risk in the building.

C. Carry out the following work on the building to remove the danger: Brace the building in a manner that will prevent the
building from collapsing and causing injury to persons in the building or outside the building, or from causing damage to
other property, and to allow the barriers/cordons surrounding the building to be removed or reduced sufficiently to allow
for pedestrians and vehicular access

OR otherwise strengthen the building to achieve the same end.

D. You do not need a building consent to carry out the bracing work. If you have any questions about this notice or the
work required, please contact the Christchurch City Council Building Recovery Office by telephone on 941-8999, or
by email at buildingrecoveryoffice@ccc.govt.nz, or in person at the Ground Floor, Civic Offices, 53 Hereford
Street. [ have made this assumption but this will need to be checked as to whether this is a general “no
consent” required for all bracing or whether each case needs to be assessed.]

[Only leave in if building is a heritage building - E. The building is a listed heritage building so council approval
must be obtained for the work, whether or not a building consent is required.- otherwise delete]

Work required by this notice must be carried out by [insert date 5 days from date of notice, OR a date that
sets a reasonable timeframe for the bracing work to commence by, for the building for which the notice is
being issued]. If you believe you are unable to carry out the work by that date please contact the Council's
Building Recovery Office who will work with you on a solution that may include agreeing on a new timeframe.

If the work [is NOT carried out —in this situation should this be *has not commenced”??] before [same date as
abovel], or such other date agreed by the Council in writing, the Council may carry out the work required and you
will be liable for the costs of the work unless you apply within 5 days of the work being carried out to a District
Court for relief from this obligation.

Signed for & on behalf of the Christchurch City Council:

Name:
Paosition: Enforcement Officer

Date of issue:




ENG.CCC.0001.164

[Letter 1 - For use when a Red (s124 (1) (b)) notice and a dangerous building (s124 (1) (c)) Notice
have been issued — commercial]

Date

FirstName LastName

CompanyName

Address1-either StreetAddress or PO BoxAddress
Address2-City and PostalCode

Dear SirrfMadam

Notices under the Building Act 2004 not to use or occupy your building and to repair your
building
[ADDRESS OF PROPERTY]

The earthquake that struck Christchurch and the subsequent aftershocks have damaged many
buildings in the City, including your property. We recognise that this is an extremely difficult time for
you and we want to work with you to create a safe city.

Christchurch City Council staff are working hard to assess the buildings throughout the city to
determine whether or not they are dangerous buildings.

Your building has been identified as one that was damaged by the earthquake and is considered
dangerous. You need to be aware of the special government legislation that relates to your property.

Special legislation for Council to use for dangerous buildings

To assist the Council with its efforts following the earthquake special legislation has been enacted,
which has enhanced Council powers under the Building Act 2004 to deal with dangerous buildings.

The primary aim of those powers is to keep people safe.

Steps the Council can take to achieve this aim include issuing notices to prevent people from using or
occupying a building or to allow restricted entry to a building. A notice can also require that repairs
must be carried out on a dangerous building within a certain time. This is extremely important if a
building is to be made safe, and to minimise the impact on other businesses close to the affected
property.

The Dangerous Building Notice issued for your building

The Council considers that your building is a dangerous building as defined in the Building Act, and
that it is necessary for notices to be issued to:

* Prevent use or occupation of your building (a Red/section 124(1)(b) notice)
* Require you to reduce and remedy the danger to your building (a section 124(1)(c)) notice

These notices are enclosed and have also been placed on your building to warn of the danger, as
required by the Building Act. Please do not remove these notices as it's important the public and
building users know about the danger to help safeguard them.

The Council's Building Recovery Office can help you

We recommend that you contact the Christchurch City Council Building Recovery Office (details
below) to discuss your building assessment or if the particulars on the notices need clarification.

We also recommend that you talk to the Building Recovery Office before taking any steps to remedy
the danger and to discuss any building consents or resource consents that may be required for the
work.

Civic Offices, 53 Hereford Street, Christchurch 8011
PO Box 73013, Christchurch 8154

Phone: 03 941 8999, Facsimile: 03 941 5033
Email: info@ccc.govt.nz

www.ccc.govt.nz
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We realise the timeframes specified in the section 124 (1) (c) / yellow notice may not be long enough
to carry out the repair work, and we are keen to work with you to identify if a fonger period is required.

If you have not already done so, we recommend that you contact your insurers. You should also seek
structural engineering advice from a qualified structural engineer on how to remove the danger.

We appreciate your understanding in this matter.

CONTACT:

CCC Building Recovery Office

Ground floor Civic Offices

53 Hereford Street

Tel: 03 941 8999

Email: Buildingrecoveryoffice@ccc.govt.nz

Yours faithfully

Firsthame Lasthame Staffmember
PositionName

UnitName

GroupName

DDI 941 8999

Encl
Additional Paragraph for buildings with cordons:
Cordons and traffic management systems

The Council has erected temporary traffic management systems such as hoardings, fences
and/ or barricades around your building to prevent people from approaching the building
nearer than is safe.

The Council has carried the cost of this traffic management for many weeks and is eager to
see city businesses return to normal as soon as possible. Going forward, as it is your
damaged building that is causing the need for these fences/barricades, the responsibility and
future cost for these traffic management systems will rest with the building owner. Please
contact Simon Hodges on 941 6459 to discuss the options available to you. You should also
speak with your insurers in regards to the costs of these fences and barricades to ascertain if
assistance is available for this.

If the building owner chooses not to contact the Council (Simon Hodges on 941 6459 ) within
five working days after the issue of this notice, the cost of maintaining these systems will
billed directly to the property owner.
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Date

FirstName LastName

CompanyName

Address1-either StreetAddress or PO BoxAddress
Address2-City and PostalCode

Dear Sir/fMadam

Notices under the Building Act 2004 not to use or occupy your building and to repair your
building
<Property Address>

The earthquake that struck Christchurch on 4 September 2010 and the subsequent aftershocks have
damaged many buildings in the City, including your property. We recognise that this is an extremely
difficult time for you and we want to work with you to create a safe city.

Christchurch City Council staff are working hard to assess the buildings throughout the city to
determine whether or not they are dangerous buildings. Additionally, staff can offer building owners
free advice and assist with any paperwork for arranging the repair or demolition of their buildings.

Your building was damaged by the earthquake and is currently considered dangerous. Cordons have
been placed around the building to ensure public safety. Our team has recently been in
communication with you or your representatives to discuss your plans for making the building safe
through repairs or demolition so we can remove the cordons and safety barriers that are still in place.
Unfortunately there has been little or no progress in achieving that outcome to date, and this is
causing considerable economic hardship to the surrounding business community. Hence, we are
writing to inform you of the special government legisiation that relates to your property that the
Council can use for dangerous buildings.

Following the earthquake, special legislation was enacted that enhanced the Council's powers under
the Building Act 2004 to deal with dangerous buildings and to assist the Council with its recovery
efforts. The primary aim of those powers is to keep people safe.

This special legislation allows the Council to take certain steps to achieve this aim of public safety.
These include issuing notices to prevent people from using or occupying a building or to allow
restricted entry to a building. A notice can also require that repairs must be carried out on a
dangerous building within a specified time period. This is extremely important if a building is to be
made safe, and to minimise the impact on other businesses close to the affected property.

The Dangerous Building Notice issued for your building

As stated previously, the Council considers your building to be a dangerous building as defined in the
Building Act 2004, and that it is necessary for notices to be issued to:

1. Prevent use or occupation of your building (a section 124(1)(b) notice); and,
2. Require you to reduce and remedy the danger of your building (a section 124(1)(c) notice).

In compliance with the Building Act 2004 a copy of the notices are enclosed and a copy has also been
placed on your building to warn of the danger your building poses.. Please do not remove these
notices as it is important the public and building users know about the danger to help safeguard them.

Civic Offices, 53 Hereford Street, Christchurch 8011
PO Box 73013, Christchurch 8154

Phone: 03 941 8999, Facsimile: 03 941 5033
Email: info@ccc.govt.nz

www.ccc.govt.nz
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The Council can help you

We recommend that you contact the Christchurch City Council Building Recovery Office (details
below) to discuss your building assessment or if the particulars on the notices need clarification.

The short timeframe (5 working days) specified in the section 124(1)(c) within which the work to brace
or otherwise remove the danger is necessary in the wider public interest as we need to ensure the
removal of the barriers and cordons around the building that are currently causing considerable
economic hardship to adjacent business owners. Please contact the Building Recovery Office before
taking any steps to remedy the danger yourself.

As per the section 124 notice if you do not contact the Council with details and timeframes for the
commencement of the necessary work within the five working days then the Council will arrange for
the building to be braced and will place a charge against the title of your land to recover the costs.

If you have not already done so, we recommend that you contact your insurers. You should also seek
structural engineering advice from a qualified structural engineer on how to remove the danger.

We appreciate your understanding in this matter.

CONTACT:

CCC Building Recovery Office

53 Hereford Street

Tel: 03 941 8999

Email: Buildingrecoveryoffice@ccc.qovt.nz

Yours faithfully

P

Graham Mather
Senior Enforcement Officer
Inspections and Enforcement Unit

Encl



ENG.CCC.0001.168




ENG.CCC.0001.169

Rt
JOHONEL K

H 0l/6/1t

1 «puses g
oy wmieks of

= = | ; T
.“ ‘mn.ﬁ TH,
..... ¥R MBS Ie7s 22
- S S————

i i

ey N L
EiE! IEES |
88 298] 4
i o W i




ENG.CCC.0001.170

- J0 Jawoco Iy

: el e L R s T S .~ |

............................................

(]

iy

L ugesudfjghwehﬁwémw-

PO 1 T
R AV T oL,

95 ORI 0L
FE URURTY A DL,
_SiESGn 3 Qumi

A G S S
WA

0 R O

i




ENG.CCC.0001.171

o0 AL DL/
oY

o) LA LA

L L T T T R s

SRR 5

- < - QLo
. PAABA SHEG0) HEGESI0 20107

o et T -...\
A ey SonUT s SR 001




ENG.CCC.0001.172

o SRS NS PO B
15

T O
IR, i SOE YR 2 B2

L T

in
S NN,
vy,

B

i MO YA Roe

S50 PO 141 OLIOL/LL

A3 ) boGs | oLty

PRUEIOWIR 20 BRXI00S yyun Suwd o) Aaue o acquigLy 5

....... . B0 PenUIE UL 0LDLSL,

I AR A QUOLEL
BiEEon N

SULSLIDULUTE SA800) SOMLTD

70 2 porzacs mmaaped s go e Wndieod

PO Hn0,
|27 PLRAROCKS SUS\EIPOd PUT 4O PASUR, IRdIO

ipoumiey

Qecee NN it
—— —_— LR

RAOUOIE

T T TV TR




ENG.CCC.0001.173

i

eieal foiiniimine

e ]

o e Y.
...... LA FoaT,
ﬁw bzt i
T o
i vt
....... [ S

....I.:..:I..::.—.::E.Eﬂm&,r&.:::h

0 B A 010

Sl G
SLBIREY A 0LHES
sifs imrataues

S S R AU TP S 103035 1T

............ = i i PSR 0L
........................... - ; : ;

nun acejd up d M M U i : i

; 40 peioty 5 { : i i
|pobei yiday 10 paIowlp Uoss Sy Mgsasrt _mmmuew ©iewod’ peysowsq: . i 243 voiausg.
b . SERTEIN0I0 0G0 FIAIG WRonpe wog ani Ty “”muw-

.%..ﬁ?-i].

ol L Tl e KO A T TR S 8
ety PGS 1iy S e i e Y R0 LY

1 ¢
M.P:w%hw T
ok

...... R

BRGURTF T T T T H
Im AN P, PAmRIR R U e ey 5 PR wany waes: peunjouwsq) I, ; ; s Uoigowsg:
[t smmn e Qo Suppripoteineg. i uleryis 0 o s, : ; A3 L BSOS .. | B

Wesioo o emop o0 Buarmas Sopioaoateuesl 15 Ubeny i 0.0, Aoy ounp S9eume maves 7
SO 10 3i0t0m alds wnt Burshses Bupana poScusg; 15 SoyoA J0 e i { ¢ s i g LATDUDLEL




ENG.CCC.0001.174

TS ....nlslﬁ.

B3 ¥

feenen DN} 2 AR,

e plaN s gt

962018,




ENG.CCC.0001.175

e AR

..................................

P E} . ! 5. S, S B N S 8 SRR T A W SR Ao s R USIaY N e s ;
EQ) J0 Wed pue yiedioco4  Buneisde uapnoel pIoj3uBy . H i H : : ¥

C3Y 21 1 3 H
| _19e@ Ui uel 3U0 Yum PaLICO UDe] SN PR, OF WHSEO/0M Ul BAY URSIHDY : o H 8

E
!
5

j 224

4O 20UBLUS BIA SSBUISNG J0) LSO S I J8) Mogi:
... 0 Buizmisne & iha e pesul % busena oy,

5 i

{ z rrl..:aﬁm‘:r.




ENG.CCC.0001.176




ENG.CCC.0001.177

Building Repair Programme CBD and City Surrounds
76 Manchester Street

69-73 Manchester Street

Situation
Heritage. Central City Precinct la.

Unsafe’ (Red). s124 notice issued — date to
respond 31/1/11.

Building causing closure of Welles St &
preventing operation of adjacent properties
due to danger of parapets falling.
Significant interior cracking to interior walls
& ceilings

Contact: Devonia Realty - 377 4430

Progress

8/10/10 - Building owner contacted by BRO
and is coming in to meet with them.
Heritage team has contacted Alex Murahidy
requesting an assessment from Holmes.
Cordon / Barrier Reduction: Reduce to
parking bay on Welles St (both sides).

Trim Ref: 10/647858

Country Theme
Heritage. Central City Precinct la.

Situation

‘Unsafe’ (Red). s124 notice issued — date to
respond 15/11/10.

Damage to chimney and first floor masonry.
Building in danger of collapse. Collapse of

parapet & front veranda, falling hazard from
remaining parapet.

Owmers have been advised to demolish, but

no consent yet applied for.

Owner: Ross Moir / Contact: 03-355 7572

Progress

Tenant visited Civic offices 13/09/10. Was
advised to contact EQC and to engage
specialist engineer to supervise removal of
stock, and that lawyer may be needed.
Cordons: To remain in place.

245 Manchester Street
(aka 176 Gloucester Street)

Tulsi Indian Restaurant Central City Precinct 3
Situation

‘Unsafe’ (Red) building. s124 notice issued
— date to respond 31/1/11.

Shows severe to moderate cracking
externally.

Nb: Earthquake prevention works carried out
on this property in past — parapets removed
n 1976.

Progress
Repair work bas started internally and are
being supervised by an engineer.

Cordon / Barrier Reduction: Reducing to
one lane on Manchester St.




192 Madras Street

Nurse Maude Heritage. Central City Precinct 2
(Contact: 3891146 / 021352222)

Situation

‘Unsafe’ (Red). s124 notice issued — date to
respond 31/1/11. Owner denied request for
s129.

Building owner (John Phillips) sought s129
notice from Council in October 2010. Has
applied for a BAE to demolish, but has yet to
submit a resource consent.

Progress

Cordons: Remove container. Replace with
fence lined with plywood.

Barrier Reduction: Props could be
installed to stabilise/make safe this building,

allowing for removal of cordons until
negotiations with owner are completed.

Trim Ref: 10/647858

196 Madras Street

C3 Coffee Shop . Central City Precinct 2
Owner: Alan and Jeanne Bertenshaw
(Auckland)

Situation
‘Restricted Use’ (Yellow). s124 notice
issued — date to respond 31/1/11.

Cordons: Remove container. Replace with
fence lined with plywood.
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198 Madras Street

Southern Blues Bar . Central City Precinct 2

Situation
‘Unsafe’ (Red) building. s124 notice issued
— date to respond 31/1/11.

Cordons: Remove container. Replace with
fence lined with plywood.

Progress
Application for exemption from Building
Consent for demolition approved 15/09/11




200 Madras Street

Fine Art Paper Central City Precinct 2
Owner: Randall Scott
Contact: 027 617 7568

Situation

‘Restricted Use’ (Yellow) building. s124
notice issued — date to respond 31/1/11.

OK for tenants to operate business, must
repair southwest corner of parapet before use
of south entrance is permitted.

Cordon / Barrier Reduction: Remove
container. Replace with fence lined with

plywood.

Trim Ref: 10/647858

204 Madras Street

Florian Central City Precinct 2

Situation

‘Unsafe’ (Red) building. s124 notice issued
— date to respond 31/1/11.

Building condition causing closure single
lane on Tuam Street and Madras Street.
Building is also preventing use of significant
area of Wilson’s Carpark.

Building is dangerous through collapse of
facade and side wall (north).

Cordon: To remain.

Barrier Reduction: Props could be
installed to stabilise/make safe this building,
allowing for removal of cordons until
negotiations with owner are completed.
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207 Manchester Street

CARNI/O3e

oy
Pa'el s wiamme

Carnivores Central City Precinct 3
Contact (207 and 207A): David Wallace,
Devonia Realty — 377 4430

Situation
‘Restricted Use’ (Yellow) building. s124
notice issued — date to respond 31/1/11.

Application for exemption from Building
Consent for demolition approved 20/10/10.

Progress
Loss Adjustors referred proposal for
demolition to insurers.

Cordon / Barrier Reduction:
Manchester/Worcester cordon removed.
David & demolition contractors will liaise
with Traffic Safety team to ensure ongoing
pedestrian access to area until hazards
removed.




207A Manchester Street

Cyber Pets City Central Precinct 3
Contact (207 and 207A): David Wallace,
Devonia Realty — 377 4430

Situation

‘Restricted Use’ (Yellow) building. s124
notice issued — date to respond 31/1/11.
Parapet wall to be removed or rebuilt to
prevent bricks from falling onto the footpath
and road

Progress
Application for exemption from Building
Consent for demolition approved 20/10/10.

Loss Adjustors referred proposal for
demolition to insurers.

Cordon Reduction: Manchester/Worcester
cordon removed 26/11/10. Contractors to
liaise with CCC Traffic Safety to ensure

ongoing pedestrian access during demolition.

Trim Ref: 10/647858

178 Manchester

Fabulousness City Central Precinct 3
Situation

‘Restricted Use’ (Yellow) Building.
Currently inside the 160 Manchester
Cordons. Structural front cracks existing.

Progress

Carolyn Willis (BETT Team) Spoke to
owner 19/11/10. Building is temporarily
secured and will hear 7-10 days whether
building is likely to be demolished. The
owner understands the process and is aware
it would be advantageous to get demo done
while cordon is in place for 160.

Cordon Reduction: Manchester/Worcester
cordon removed 26/11/10. Contractors to
liaise with CCC Traffic Safety to ensure
ongoing pedestrian access during demolition.

Owner: Tamara / Contact: 366 7154

ENG.CCC.0001.180

170-172 Manchester

The Bead Shop City Central Precinct 3
Situation

‘Unsafe’ (Red) building.

Side and back wall severe cracking and
displacement. Collapse clearly evident on
side wall.

Cordon Reduction: Manchester / Worcester
cordon removed 26/11/10. Contractors to
liaise with CCC Traffic Safety to ensure
ongoing pedestrian access during demolition.

Progress

Carolyn Willis (BETT) spoke to owner
regarding demolition process (17/11/10).
EPA approved BAE for demolition

Owner: Lee Eliott / Contact: 021 088 9838
or eliott.menzies(@xtra.co.nz
Contractor: City Salvage




232 Tuam Street

SRS
:© :

Witchery Heritage: City Central Precinct 1a
Situation

‘Unsafe’ (Red) building. No notice sent.
Cracking of brick walls loose and broken
omamental fractures partly collapsed
parapet.

Application for exemption from Building
Consent for demolition to rear portion of
building applied for 19/10/10.

Cordon / Barrier Reduction

Containers to be removed and replaced with
a barricade/fence. Securing work on
buildings is underway. This will be
completed between now — mid — Jan. A tight
fit for scheduled tram & infrastructure
development, but should work.

Owner: Barbara and William Lee
Contact: 027 434 6979/ 027 441 5073

Trim Ref: 10/647858

236 Tuam Street

SSEEETE § —

T

Domo Heritage: City Central Precinct la

Situation

‘Unsafe’ (Red). s124 notice issued — date to
respond 31/1/11.
Considered part of McKenzie and Willis on
Webmap.
Broken parapets at L1, L2 and roof. Cracking
through brick pier L3 & roof. Broken corbels
& parapets, broken glazing 1.2

Progress
Fiona Wykes signed stabilisation plan for
building.

Cordon / Barrier Reduction

Containers to be removed and replaced with
a barricade/fence. Securing work on
buildings is underway. This will be
completed between now — mid — Jan. A tight
fit for scheduled tram & infrastructure
development, but should work.
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132 Manchester St

E-Z Club City Central Precinct 2

Situation

‘Restricted Use’ (Yellow) building. s124
notice issued — date to respond 31/1/11.
Building has forced the closure of Bedford
Row at Manchester St.

Serious crack to south east corner of
building. Crack to north west corner column.
Possibility of parapet collapse.

Property Manager: Beth Christofferson
Contact: 0274 770 058

Owner: BBS Group, Paul Bradley et.al.
Cordon / Barrier Reduction: Cordons

removed to footpath. Bedford Row open to
two-way traffic as 0 29/11/10.




287 Durham Street North

260 Dushaws Sueet Notih, Chirichurch, New Zealand

Adares: i appraumste

Situation

‘Restricted Use’ (Yellow) building.

Small part of the building flashing fell during
the main earthquake, nothing has fallen since
have fencing up on footpath. No repair work
has been undertaken.

Progress

Secure two panels will allow for full barrier
removal. Estimate cost $500 - $1000. BETT
to contact Colliers International Property
Mgmt to confirm proposal.

Trim Ref: 10/647858

280 Durham Street North

Provincial Chambers

Situation

‘Restricted Use’ (Yellow).

Tenants can occupy building - access should
be restricted to Armagh St, to avoid loose
stonework around stone building.. Extensive
cracking to plasterwork, stone dropped and
displaced in entrance arch, restrict access
until stonework stabilised.

Cordon / Barrier Removal:
Reduce barriers to scaffolding area.

Remaining barriers to be removed.

Owners: City Council

ENG.CCC.0001.182

68 Waltham Road

Top Gun Paintball

Situation

‘Unsafe’ (Red). No notice has been sent.
Damage to the building here is forcing
pedestrians (including school children) onto
the road on a corner.

Parapets pose a threat to roadway and
powerlines. Temporary propping / strapping -
may be an option.

Proposal: Issue s124 notice with reduced
timeframe for resolution

Contact: Rapaki Property Group - 09 309
9254




705-709 Gloucester Street

Situation

‘Unsafe’ (Yellow). No notice has been sent.
Barricades are needed From 697 Gloucester
Street to corner of Gloucester and Woodham.
Parapet and fagade instability.

Progress

Spoke to Harshad (25/11/10) and they are
waiting on their insurance company to make
the final decision, but believes they will
demolish. Discussed how to apply for
demolition consent. He will call when there
is an update.

Owner: Harshad Patel
Contact: 03 377 5975

Maintain contact with owner.

Cordons: To remain in place.

Trim Ref: 10/647858

89-95 Stanmore Road

Hubbard’s Butchery/Tax Back Now
Situation

‘Unsafe’ (Red) building. Building at 93A
Stanmore which is causing R3 status to 89,
89A and 95A.

Has been advised to demolish, no application
lodged at this time.

No notice has been sent — owner advised that
this is an option (in October) and was at the
time happy for this to occur.

Owner was advised to demolish. Insurers /
Loss adjusters may still be discussing
options. No BAE lodged at this time.

Progress

95a Owner: Stuart Grey / Contact: 03-384
1487

93 Property Manager: Pak Loke / Contact:

Pakl.oke@hotmail.com

Cordons: To remain in place.

ENG.CCC.0001.183

325 Stanmore Road

Henry Africa’s
Situation

‘Unsafe’ (Red) building.

Significant damage to exterior walls.

More damage to building due to aftershocks.
Barrier along corner of Stanmore and
Avalon.

Process
Demolition due to start on Wednesday
(1/12/10).

Property Manager: Aman Stockman
Contact: (03) 977 4986

Cordons: To remain in place.
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Building Evaluation Transition Team — Residual Risks

ENG.CCC.0001.185

within cordon areas

found to be insufficient.

Risk Impact Likelihood | Control
Failure of new Consent backlog grows Moderate
processing system very public failure.
Inability to access critical | Frustration from Low Have IT resources devoted
information regarding customers, impression to developing a recording
properties and contact that ‘left hand doesn’t system (Worksmart) which
with property owners, know what right hand is can be accessed by all
doing’. units/teams.
Frustration from staff,
caused by silos of
| information storage.
Inability to access critical | Frustration caused by Moderate Train all staff working with
information regarding ongoing silos of Property Owners (Case
properties and contact information storage if all Managers, Precinct
with property owners — units/teams do not Managers etc) on use of
failure to adopt IT transfer to new recording system.
solutions. method (Worksmart Remove write-access to
solution) when it previous recording systems.
becomes available.
Inconsistent messaging Frustration from High Work with Public Affairs
from CCC customers, impression (Comms) to develop and
groups/units/teams to that ‘left hand doesn't circulate Communications
public know what right hand is Plan (internal & external) to
doing’. ensure clarity.
Landlord / Property Tenants/public not High Formal reporting
Owners do not circulate | informed when can or programme with Economic
information on cannot enter buildings. Recovery team and CCC
dangerous buildings Council blamed for Communications to ensure
accurately to economic impacts of timely information is
stakeholders tenants being kept out of available to tenants.
buildings (e.g. where Provide communications
cordons are in place. (letter)
Commercial building Enforcement issues. Moderate Assign all cases to ‘Case
owners do not respond Cordons cannot be Managers'.
to information regarding | removed from buildings
dangerous buildings posing hazards to public
(s124 notices) access ways.
Residential buildings Homeowners of ‘R3’ Moderate Assign all known cases to
posing risk to other property unable to return ‘Case Managers’. |dentify
properties may be owned | home, and equally support process with EQC,
by home-owners without | unable to remediate their Recovery team, and any
insurance. situation. other relevant agencies.
Failure of system to Cordon adjustments do High Daily liaison with traffic
adjust swiftly enough to not occur. Very public management team to
changes in building failure. ensure familiarity with
status. cordon status / building
status.
Injuries to people caused | Council may be held Moderate ~ | Cordons are peer reviewed
by falling debris etc liable if cordons are High by a structural engineer on

at least a weekly basis.
Significant cordon removal
is completed in consultation
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with building owners
CPEnNg. However, public /
organization / political
pressure to reduce cordons
may result in reduction of
barriers prior to removal of
hazard.
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