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INTRODUCTION 

Qualifications and experience 

1 My name is Craig Alan Jenkins. I am Technical Manager at Lumley General 

Insurance (Lumley).  

2 I am a qualified architect holding a Bachelor of Architecture (Auckland, NZ) and I 

am registered in the United Kingdom only. I worked in London for 14 years in 

mainstream architecture designing and managing mixed use commercial and 

residential development. 

3 Born in New Zealand, I have been back for 13 years. I have worked the last two 

and a half years as Technical Manager at Lumley, recently acquired by IAG. It is in 

this capacity that IAG have asked me to present evidence today.  

4 For the sake of completeness I am seconded through Synergine Group Ltd solely 

to Lumley to manage the Project Management Office (PMO) process and more 

particularly to assist with the regulatory and compliance processes as they arise for 

rebuild and repairs. I have been asked to prepare this evidence to reflect the 

position of Lumley to practically demonstrate the issues that Lumley experiences 

with rebuilds in relation to the changes to the proposed Replacement District Plan 

(pRDP). These issues may be common to other or all insurers in the rebuild 

market.  

5 My role within Lumley, with respect to rebuilds, is to oversee the design and 

compliance of projects to efficient and economic completions and code compliance 

with the Building Act. To do this I manage a small team of experts – including 

recently retired and practising designers - together with administrative support to 

ensure our procurement of replacement homes are of insurable quality and well 

designed. Our team monitors and reviews all submissions for regulatory 

compliance with the Building Act and industry best practice. Dwellings are procured 

through design and build contractors responsible for all consultancy services and 

ensuring adherence to regional and local authority planning bylaws and building 

consent requirements. 

6 Accordingly I have been authorised to complete this statement by IAG in support of 

its cross submission to this hearing in order to outline the practical issues with the 

pRDP which affect Lumley’s procurement strategies. 

 

7  
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SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

8 As a representative of IAG I will be outlining the impact that these natural hazard 

provisions relating to flooding may have on the Lumley residential rebuild 

programme. It is expected that IAG will, likely, encounter similar impacts as a result 

of the flood hazard provisions contained within the pRDP. 

9 When preparing this evidence, I have considered the implication on the rebuild if 

the provisions were to be made operative as they were notified.  

10 I have read the evidence of Casey Hurren on behalf of Southern Response 

Earthquake Services Limited (Southern Response) and I support his evidence. 

The problems identified as causing extra delays and costs for Southern Response 

are also an issue for IAG.  

11 There are two aspects relating to the rebuild process that need to be need to be 

addressed for a better understanding of this evidence. 

12 Firstly, this evidence concentrates on the effects arising directly from a rebuild, 

rather than a repair.  Typically the effects arising from a repair do not require us to 

revisit planning issues associated with the dwelling. I accept that there are cases 

for repair where foundations are altered and there can be issues arising from the 

plan’s bulk and location requirements – such as sunlight /recession plane issues – 

but the majority of the issues arise from a rebuild (any repair of a dwelling, 

substantial enough to require replacement of either part or all of the foundation, 

may constitute a ‘major alteration’ and will require City Plan floor levels to be 

adhered to). From this point on my evidence will focus on rebuild issues, rather 

than repairs. 

13 Secondly, it is hard to strait-jacket rebuild projects into absolute timelines, but 

many of the reasons for making this submission arise where there is a change in 

the planning framework half-way through a particular project.  The overall aim of 

this submission is to protect both the work that has already been undertaken, and 

where there is current information before the Council relating to a rebuild. If the 

pRDP does subsequently result in a change to the operative plan as proposed,  

this may  require us to restart the design process which results in potential delays 

for the homeowner and additional costs for delays sustained.  

Usual Processing Timelines for Rebuild Projects 

14 There are several critical stages in any rebuild project once the assessment and 

verification phases are complete and an election to rebuild has been made. The 

typical sequence is: 
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 Briefing: Issue of a Project Brief and Scope of Works (SOW) to the 14.1

Contractor. The SOW demonstrates a complete understanding of the 

nature and scale of the existing (original) dwelling as well as (relevantly) 

all requirements for floor levels and stormwater systems 

 Design: Concepts involving bulk and location, any changes to the 14.2

location of the existing damaged home on the site-plan, and highlighting 

of any non-compliances to Town Planning law. A PIM is obtained and 

consenting under the RMA is also appropriate at this stage to effect a 

practical and workable design solution. 

 Developed design sign off with the customer; this is the point where 14.3

Lumley chooses to enter into contract with a builder for the remaining 

building consent documentation. 

 Building consent application with working drawings, schedules of 14.4

materials and specifications to obtain Council approval. 

15 Signing off on both the scope of works and design proposal can be a lengthy 

process but is vital to success. This may entail delay as owner’s take external 

advice from other consultants as to the nature and scale of the proposed works to 

ensure they have a full understanding of the project.  

16 The reason I have given you this detail is to show how any change to the planning 

framework will have significant impacts on timing and completion of the rebuild.   

ISSUES ARISING FROM THE PROPOSED PROVISIONS 

17 Where and if the proposed provisions are implemented, before the residential 

rebuild is consented, I could anticipate an increase in some issues experience so 

far, resulting in increased time delays and costs associated. These are outlined 

below.  

Cost 

If the floor level needs to be raised, there can be considerable additional costs 

depending on the type of foundation the house is to be built on.  

 For timber piled foundations, a change in height may not be a big issue 17.1

(if the timber piles envisaged could simply be extruded to the new 

raised height; the cost isn’t significant to supply and install ‘longer’ 

timbers). 
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 With concrete slabs and concrete waffle foundations , any change to 17.2

minimum floor level can result in significant  additional costs arising 

from any one or combination of the following: 

 Complete redesign of the appropriate foundation; 17.2.1

 Reassessment of ground bearing capabilities by Geotech 17.2.2

engineers where the additional height and weight of the 

structural foundation prompts redesign and additional depths to 

ground improvement works – whether by densification 

techniques or replacement strategies including gravel rafts  

 As a result of proximity to side boundaries any increased scale 17.2.3

of foundation may trigger the (new) need for sheet piling and 

de-watering in certain areas  

 Driveways: where any garage footprint is close to the street 17.2.4

boundary the driveway approach may be significantly steeper 

as to create a hazard relative to the footpath levels prompting 

redesign. Unless the garage can be relocated there could be a 

need to lower the garage level, introduce internal stairs with 

resistance from homeowners. Any delays will impact on cost 

and completion dates. 

 Garage access is an important parameter where street scene 17.2.5

issues might cause breaches to be addressed through the RMA 

process with council planners  

Delay 

18 Delays occur for a variety of reasons which may be exacerbated by the 

introduction of the pDPR; should there be a late raise in the required floor level a 

project may sustain delays for: 

 Difficulty obtaining owner approval to design changes. Owners can 18.1

resist the design changes due to perceived detriment, including reasons 

such as the following: 

 For older people, access and egress may be impaired – 18.1.1

particularly so where different floor levels need to adopted, 

(garage-house, street-house; 

 indoor-outdoor flow may be lost if a house now requires steps 18.1.2

out to the garden where it once was all the same height; 
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 A driveway may need to be lengthened to accommodate the 18.1.3

safe gradient to garage access. 

 Provision of re-design, resourcing and consultant delays. 18.2

 Changes in demonstrating compliance through additional RMA 18.3

consents being required. 

19 Lumley has found reliance upon Existing Use Rights (EUR), to resolve design 

solutions relating to increased floor heights, is problematic. It is our experience that 

this results in uncertainty on outcomes and timelines for success as there is an 

apparent ‘burden of proof’ on the applicant and additional consultancy is, 

invariably, required.   

PROPOSED CHANGES 

20 IAG has proposed an exemption which would allow the rebuild program to continue 

without delay when the pRDP becomes operative. It is proposed that any 

earthquake related rebuild or repair of a residential building, where a complete 

Project Information Memorandum (PIM) has been lodged, is exempt from 

complying with the new provisions.  

21 IAG has suggested a further exemption, which relates to recession planes. The 

pRDP recognises that an exemption to the recession plane rule is required in 

situations within the FLFMA overlay where a breach is created by virtue of 

compliance with the minimum floor levels.  

22 I support both the PIM exemption proposal and the suggestion that the recession 

plane exemption should apply outside the overlay, in any situation where the 

recession plane rules are breached due to a requirement to raise floor levels.   

CONCLUSIONS 

For the reasons above, the creation of greater certainty in the planning process will 

assist in avoiding significant delays in the planning process, where it is confined to 

repairs and rebuilds arising from the Canterbury Earthquakes.  For these reasons, I 

can support the rules which provide certain exemptions to set the floor levels at an 

early stage in the process.  

 

Craig Alan Jenkins 

20 February 2015 

 


