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Summary | Discussion Points 

In this submission, we discuss the use of experts, what makes someone an expert, alongside 

how we could go about being better prepared for the future. 

Discussion Questions 

This submission is intended as a catalyst for discussion around the following key points, 

which are: 

• What competencies are required to assess damage to a structure when an 

insurance claim is involved? 

• What grouping of experts is required to determine natural-disaster damage when 

an insurance claim is involved? 

• What grouping of experts is required to determine the most appropriate repair 

strategy when an insurance claim is involved? 

• What does a structural engineer need so they can design a repair methodology 

that presents the least risk of failure to a client? 

• When a structural engineer and other experts are engaged, who is the client -- the 

insurer, the insured, or both? 

• How do an insurer, the EQC, and the insured know whether a person listed as an 

‘engineer’ on the ENZ database actually has a specialised degree in structural 

engineering? 

• Is it appropriate to use a ‘graduate engineer’ to identify damage to homes? 

• Does an engineering degree provide appropriate expertise for determining natural-

disaster damage? 

• Why do they (the EQC and insurers) appear to refuse to trust the experts engaged 

by an insured person, even when those experts have the same, or better, 

qualifications and experience than those selected by the insurer? 

• We had the Engineering Advisory Group (EAG), why not have an “Experts 

Advisory Group, made up a range of subject matter experts. 

• Why are we now in a culture where every report is countered with yet another 

report - $1.5 billion in claims management! 
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Concept Drawing 

 

Tools like this assist in discussions., When subject-matter experts are involved in the correct process, it is expected that something like this 

would be refined. Detailed manuals, guides, and even a project-management plan, etc. can be developed to support a process diagram. 

Source: Mel Bourke 
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Introduction 

There is significant evidence that points to an overwhelming reliance on ‘engineers as the 

experts’ when it comes to determining seismic damage to residential dwellings. 

It seems there is an assumption that those who hold a Bachelor of Engineering are experts 

at determining natural-disaster damage to residential property, along with determining an 

associated repair methodology.  

According to Kardon (2012), the complexities of engineering systems, specifically when 

insurance claims are involved, means that an investigation of damage must be considered a 

complex process. This requires a full investigation of the damaged engineering system, and 

will involve a range of experts, all of whom need specialised technical knowledge so they 

can skilfully explain what they see and offer relevant opinions (Kardon, 2012). 

Access to experts with specialised technical knowledge connects directly with determining 

the skills and knowledge required of other people being engaged as ‘experts’.  
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Discussion 

The Nature of Engineering 

For context, it is useful to have an appreciation of the discipline of engineering. 

“Originally there were only two engineering disciplines, military and civil engineering 

(McGraw-Hill, 1993). As knowledge increased, there was a need to specialise within 

the disciplines, with ‘civil’ focused on static structures and ‘mechanical’ on dynamic 

structures. Innovations in electricity and chemistry gave rise to new specialisations in 

electrical, electronics, chemical, process and petroleum engineering. This continued 

in civil engineering, with specialisation branching into structural, environmental, 

transport and geotechnical. We can also see selected areas of different engineering 

disciplines merging, as with the new field of mechatronics, which brings together 

mechanical and electrical engineering, but with a focus on robotics and industrial 

automation.” 

 (Source: Roger Bourke, Master of Project Management). 

In the Engineering New Zealand (ENZ) website, the broad and complex nature of 

engineering is outlined on their page titled “Find an Engineer” (ENZ, 2019). ENZ state, 

“There are many different kinds of engineers”, (para 7), going on to list the following types of 

engineers: 

• Structural 

• Geotechnical 

• Mechanical 

• Software 

• Electrical. 

The University of Canterbury (UC) offers nine engineering disciplines, refer Figure 1 

(University of Canterbury, n.d). 

It is noted that ENZ’s ‘Find an Engineer’ page does not mention civil engineering, of which 

structural engineering is a sub-discipline. 
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Figure 1: Snapshot of the engineering disciplines from the University of Canterbury website 
(University of Canterbury, n.d). 

Structural Engineering 

Engineering is a sub-discipline of civil engineering. The University of Canterbury describe 

structural engineering as: “the art of economically designing buildings, bridges and other 

structures to support their contents and protect them from extreme environmental events 

such as wind, snow, fire or earthquake.” 

ENZ describe the discipline of structural engineering1 as “Most structural engineers work as 

consultants to architects or design-build contractors. It's the structural engineer's 

responsibility to calculate the loads (like snow, wind and earthquake forces), fit the 

structure to the architecture, and decide on what structural systems to use (steel, 

concrete, beams, etc.). You need a structural engineer to: provide designs for residential 

and commercial buildings to ensure they meet the building code; assess the strength of 

buildings after an event (eg. (sic) earthquakes); and assess the safety of a structure 

such as a retaining wall” (ENZ, n.d., para 8). 

Martin Connell email 

In an email conversation discussing this required expertise with Martin Connell, Lead 

Engineer with the EQC, I stated (9th May 2019) “…there is no formal training/education on 

the assessment of natural disaster damage in an insurance context within the Bachelor of 

Engineering or in trade qualifications. One of [the] lessons learned from the Inquiry may well 

                                                      
1 It is noted that the ENZ website page titled “Find and Engineer” does not make mention of the civil 
engineering discipline of which structural engineering is a subset (ENZ, 2019). 
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be that we have not had people with the right combination of skills or training working on the 

process as if it were a complete end-to-end project, with the right subject-matter experts 

having input at the right times.” Martin responded, “Your point with regard to our 

training/education discussion is valid for the general standard of residential assessments, I 

believe. A typical Bachelor of Engineering Hons (Level 8) degree will contain modules in 

engineering materials, solid mechanics, geotechnical engineering, structural design and 

earthquake engineering. This knowledge basis will help to inform engineers in any 

assessment or repair scenario they may encounter. Input from experienced and qualified 

trade and building practitioners is of course welcome and necessary also.” 

Assessing Natural Disaster Damage 

When reviewing the documentation that has been sourced by numerous individuals over the 

years, some of which is included in this wider submission pack, it is difficult to determine 

whether the EQC undertakes a truly robust process, as recommend by the likes of Josha 

Kardon and A Bustamente and D Fell, to determine exactly what combination of skills and 

expertise is required to forensically investigate damage fully and in a way that can provide 

an insurance response. 

From the evidence provided in the wider submission pack, there is a reliance on the domain 

of the structural engineer as the primary expert to identify damage and determine a repair 

strategy. In my opinion, this was, and still is, an incorrect approach. It is an approach that 

has caused some of the common issues experienced by the property owners, for example, 

engineers working outside of their areas of expertise, disputes over engineering opinions, 

reports that inadequately/inaccurately describe damage and so forth. 

Whilst it is understood that a structural engineer is ‘limited’ by the ‘brief or instruction 

provided to by their client’, it is my understanding that they are, or should be, considered 

members of ENZ2 and governed by ENZ’s Code of Conduct and Ethical Obligations. The 

ENZ Code of Conduct and Ethical Obligations is available from the ENZ website, on the 

page titled “Code of Ethical Conduct”. 

According to the ENZ, the Code of Conduct’s “Obligations Relating to Personal Conduct” 

says that a member of ENZ is required to ensure they have relevant knowledge and skills, 

are kept up to date, and only undertake engineering activities that are within their areas of 

competence. 

                                                      
2 I presume the EQC will only engage engineers who are members of ENZ. 
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When reviewing the information provided in the wider submission pack associated with this 

report, it appears that virtually all structural engineers have knowledge gaps when it comes 

to identifying seismic damage to residential dwellings. This is because: 1) the residential 

dwellings that experienced damage were built in a range of styles and eras, with a variety of 

non-quantifiable construction materials, often with no applicable building code, 2) the 

evidence suggests that damage identification for insurance claims is not covered in the 

academic programme, 3) the course work appears not to cover the best method for 

identifying seismic damage in the range and variety of dwellings in question, and 4) there 

was little opportunity for structural engineers to gain relevant practical experience in New 

Zealand (it is accepted some may have gained experience in seismic events off-shore, but 

that is most likely a small group). 

The ENZ’s Ethical Obligations PDF raises some interesting points. For example, referring to 

Figure 2, “it is essential that all relevant information, rules and values are assessed and 

weighed up to be then implemented…”. We can then align that statement with Kardon 

(2012), where it is stated that due to the complex nature of engineering systems, a range of 

specialised experts needs to be involved with an insurance claim. It seems reasonable to 

expect all engineering reports to reference the subject-matter experts they engaged with, 

how they engaged with them, why they engaged with them, and what robust, factual 

information was gathered and was subsequently being relied on. 

 

Figure 2: A statement on ethical decision-making and communication found in the Ethical 
Obligations PDF on the Engineering New Zealand website. (ENZ, n.d.) 

Health and Wellbeing 

The ENZ Code of Conduct requires their engineers to take reasonable steps to safeguard 

the health and safety of people. The ENZ do not expressly state whether this limited to 

physical health or whether it can extend to mental health. It is my opinion that, in the 21st 

century, ‘health and safety’ must include mental health. 



Discussion Submission # 7 0f 9 

Use and Training of Experts to Assess Damage Page 11 of 24 

Feedback to me indicates that many homeowners have experienced mental health issues, 

including stress and anxiety, due to aspects of insurer-commissioned engineering reports 

they have received. This includes: 1) errors in the reports, 2) reports not following 

instructions, 3) reports not based on all available facts and information, 4) reports not 

reflecting an insurance policy or the EQC Act, and/or 5) an over-reliance on, or incorrect 

application of, the MBIE Guidance. 

The Other Experts 

The Licensed Building Practitioner 

Let’s consider the licensed building practitioner (LBP) and their expertise. According to the 

Ministry of Business Innovation and Employment, there are “7 licensing classes based on 

specific roles or occupations that are crucial to a building's performance.” (MBIE, n.d.), refer 

Figure 3. 

 

Figure 3: This image shows the seven classes of licence crucial to a building’s performance 
(MBIE, n.d.) 

For each licence type, there is an associated PDF document that lists the qualifications and 

competences associated with it. This submission includes only the example used for 

foundations, refer Figure 4; however, the issue is equally applicable to all areas of expertise. 

When studying this document, I noted a specific range of competencies that are potentially 

different from, but complementary with, those of a structural engineer. Relative to 

foundations, those competencies include, but are not limited to, the ability to ‘carry out 

foundation work’. 
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I discussed this with John Patterson, who is a retired LBP and a member of the EQC Inquiry 

Claimants’ Reference Group. The foundation work carried out by an LBP can include repair 

work to a range of residential dwellings which have experienced damage. As mentioned 

earlier, those dwellings were built in a range of styles and eras, with a variety of non-

quantifiable construction materials, often with no applicable Building Code. 

I cannot comment on whether the LBP training discusses how to identify seismic damage in 

the wide variety of residential dwellings in New Zealand, nor can I comment on how many 

LBPs have gained experience through assessing and/or working on seismic foundation 

damage in New Zealand. I believe there were LBPs that the EQC used as consultants in this 

area pre-2010. One of those was Bevan Craig, a Licensed Building Practitioner (LBP) with a 

Foundations 2 area of practice license (BP121273) covering concrete and timber pile 

foundations. 

 

Figure 4: This is a sub-section of the Foundation Licence Fact Sheet provided by MBIE on their 
website: https://www.lbp.govt.nz/assets/documents/factsheets/foundations-factsheet.pdf. 

Plumbers, Gasfitters and Drainlayers 

Another group of subject matter expert is plumbers, gasfitters and drainlayers. Similarly to 

engineering and building, there is a body that governs them, with regulation and certification 

associated. 

 

Figure 5:  A snapshot of the registration for plumbers, gasfitters and drainlayers taken from 
https://www.pgdb.co.nz/trade/registration.html. 

Another Equally Important Area of Expertise 

Plasterboard is an area that has been significantly overlooked. I have not included it in this 

submission, but it requires serious investigation. Plasterboard is a structural product, and 

https://www.lbp.govt.nz/assets/documents/factsheets/foundations-factsheet.pdf
https://www.pgdb.co.nz/trade/registration.html
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only specialists with the right knowledge should be able to give advice to a structural 

engineer. 

What is an Expert? 

How should we define ‘experts’ when it comes to determining natural-disaster damage to 

residential dwellings which involves an insurance claim? 

Bilalic (2017) suggests that becoming an expert requires “deliberate practice which consists 

of focused activities in a single aspect of performance, accompanied by feedback to help 

their improvement” (p.363). 

Wider evidence suggests that a qualification and/or formal education does not make an 

individual an ‘expert’ in any given field. Rather, education is a vehicle that provides learners 

with context, and is a mechanism for transferring knowledge ‘from a teacher to a learner’.  

Referring to Submission # 2, Technical Guidance, we see that the EAG was set up to 

resolve the known lack of expertise and training, and to transfer knowledge to less-qualified 

and less-experienced individuals to implement.  

A degree in engineering does not necessarily qualify an individual as an expert in 

identification of earthquake damage to residential homes. To determine the knowledge and 

expertise that is required to identify earthquake damage, and therefore to make someone an 

expert, there must be a dedicated activity, for example, a ‘content analysis, coupled with a 

work analysis’ to determine the appropriate skill sets and competencies. 

The skill sets and competencies then become the gateway assessment criteria to endorse 

the appropriate assessment protocols for the EQC. 

After the criteria for an expert have been determined, independent training and certification 

can take place, so all parties have confidence in the ability of the expert. When this happens, 

and when an expert’s competence is known, it not only reduces the likelihood of disputes, it 

also lowers risk, reduces mistakes, weeds out incompetence, and reduces operational costs. 

The Evidence Act 

According to the Evidence Act 2006 s4, an expert is someone who has a specialised skill or 

knowledge based on experience, training or study. It is my understanding that, under law, 

becoming an expert is not limited to a university qualification, however that is often 

something that most people do not realise. 



Discussion Submission # 7 0f 9 

Use and Training of Experts to Assess Damage Page 14 of 24 

One example of the confusion regarding ‘expertise of damage assessment and repair 

methodology space” is seen in the Wynn Williams letter, Figure 6, as the lawyer for Southern 

Response. Wynn Williams state that a Licenced Building Practitioner who holds a 

Foundation Class licence is working outside of their area of expertise if they make 

recommendations on the condition of, and/or a repair strategy for, a foundation. 

This hardly seems sensible when you consider the extensive training, qualifications and 

experience required to be a Licensed Building Practitioner holding the relevant class of 

licence. 

The other reasons I can see for the type of behaviour being demonstrated by Wyn Williams 

(and experienced from Chapman Tripp) is to intimidate the claimant, a common behaviour in 

an adversarial system. 

 

Figure 6: An excerpt from a letter sent to a claimant. The letter is authored by Wynn Williams 
on behalf of their client, Southern Response. Wynn Williams are arguing that a Licenced 

Building Practitioner, holding a Foundation3. 

Training of Experts 

One way to close engineering’s knowledge gap is to provide further training to people who 

have the core skills. However, successful training must follow a careful, deliberate path. 

Furthermore, there must be robust learning outcomes in place, with accompanying key 

performance indicators. Without these checks, evidence suggests there is little point 

embarking on such a training programme. 

This type of training can be compared with a computer system. ‘Rubbish in’ will produce 

‘rubbish out’. A training programme which achieves clear goals requires a significant amount 

                                                      
3 As a declaration of a conflict of interest -- I have consulted with Bevan Craig and Underfoort 
Services 2018 Ltd for 12 months. Bevan Craig presented at a number of the community meetings I 
organised and delivered.  
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of time, money, and technical subject-matter expertise, as well as prior research and well-

documented, relevant evidence. 

A number of ‘training tools’ have been applied or created. I have looked at two -- the EQC’s 

Workshop for Engineers and the MBIE Guidance document. 

Figure 7 is an overview diagram of the process to develop robust training, the type of training 

required for people who will identify earthquake damage. 

 

Figure 7: A flow diagram representing the training planning to deliver process (off screen), 
presuming that the content it wants to impart is known and factually correct. Source: Mel 

Bourke. 

The EQC Workshop for Engineers 

The EQC delivered a workshop for engineers titled “Workshop for Engineers”. The only 

information I was given is a PDF of the PowerPoint slides. It does not show when the 

presentation was written, how many times it was delivered, who it was specifically delivered 
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to, or what supporting material is connected with it, although it appears that the programme 

is ongoing. The PDF was kindly provided to me by the EQC at a Claimants’ Reference 

Group Meeting. 

The requirement for a training Workshop for engineers is at odds with the EQC position that 

structural engineers are suitably qualified as experts in damage assessment of residential 

dwellings, because of the nature of the degree they have completed. This confusion is 

symptomatic of a lack of management understanding of the purpose of the EQC as defined 

by the EQC Act, i.e. to reinstate natural-disaster damage. 

This presentation seems to be framing what the EQC wants structural engineers to do, 

rather than allowing them to exercise their abilities and expertise gained from their degree. 

This presentation is likely delivered by experts to other experts, i.e. structural engineers. 

Drilling Down into the Workshop 

Referring to page 16 of the presentation, Figure 8, the Workshop appears to be covering 

several domains of damage-assessment subject-matter expertise, for example, chimney, 

firewalls, foundations, structural walls. It is noted that the structural bracing element, i.e. 

‘linings’, is missing from this page of the presentation. 

This slide brings into question the expertise/competence of the author and attendees 

because: 1) it misses an important structural element, i.e. bracing, and 2) it brings into 

question the inherent knowledge of the experts. 
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Figure 8: Workshop for Engineers, Page 16. 

Page 6 of the of the workshop, refer Figure 9, shows that the presentation relies on the 

MBIE Guidance. It is noted that the visuals in presentations carry more weight for attendees 

than words do. 

 
 

Figure 9: The MBIE Guidance visually underpinning the EQC Act, page 6 
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In Figure 10, the trainer is asking for the engineer to ‘visualise’ how damage occurred, and to 

‘take good measurements’. The presentation gives examples of damage, but does not 

address how to identify damage; rather, it is concerned with the assessment process in 

accordance with the MBIE Guidance, i.e. inherently directing the assessment to follow the 

Guidance. 

 

Figure 10: Workshop for Engineers, page 17. 

 

Other issues in the Workshop documentation, for example, are: 

• It relies heavily on clause 9 of schedule 3, which I understand does not apply in a 

‘cash settlement/customer-managed repair’. When the EQC cash settle, they 

cannot use clause 9(1)(a) of Schedule 3 of the Act. 

• This training only covers an EQC-managed repair, but this is not stated in the 

document. This presents a potential problem in that the EQC are instructing 

engineers to rely on clause 9(1)(a) of Schedule 3 of the Act, even though it is 

possible that the EQC might cash settle the claim. According to the Joint 
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Statement from the EQC Group Action v EQC, this is not allowed, refer Error! R

eference source not found.. Source David Townshend. 

 
Figure 11: This comes from page 14 of the Workshop. “It is simply wrong” says David 

Townshend. 

MBIE Guidance 

While intended as a guide, the MBIE Guidance has had a remarkable influence on the 

processes of damage identification and repair strategies. In the reports I reviewed as part of 

an audit exercise, almost all insurer- and EQC-commissioned reports relied on the MBIE 

Guidance in some way. In my opinion, the reports’ authors failed to include a robust 

discussion on the relevance of the MBIE Guidance to an individual home, and whether the 

approaches in the Guidance would comply with the standards in the EQC Act or with 

insurance policies. 

For example, if a structural engineer completing a damage identification report fails to 

include a robust discussion on the appropriateness of the MBIE Guidance as it applies to the 

specifics of the home, and to the insurance policy governing the claim, they may be in 

breach of their Code of Conduct and Ethical Obligations. This is because the EQC, who is 

their client, need to categorially know whether the MBIE Guidance applies and how it 

applies. Anything less places the EQC in an untenable position of risk, which, ironically, they 

are engaging experts to mitigate for them. 

As an example, the MBIE Guidance includes a table known as table 2.1. That table 

describes five (5) types of foundations. However, within the descriptors, there are 
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assumptions in the language used, for example ‘concrete’. Let’s take a closer look at Type 

B2. The phrase ‘perimeter concrete foundation’, refer Figure 12, illustrates this. 

 

Figure 12 Table 2.1 MBIE Guidance Document, page 2.1. PDF location: 
https://www.building.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/building-code-compliance/canterbury-rebuild/repairing-

and-rebuilding-houses/canterbury-guidance-part-a.pdf. 

‘Concrete’ is a subjective term, refer Figure 13, which must be described in detail if the 

intention of the author is to provide their client with a robust and accurate identification of the 

material involved. Without this clarity, the corresponding repair methodology and design 

might not deliver an appropriate insurance response, requiring re-working and further costs 

to the insurer and insured alike. 

 

Figure 13: This image shows how the word ‘concrete’ is imprecise. If the objective is to 
provide accurate identification of damage, any reference to ‘concrete’ must be clearly 

described before determining a repair strategy/design. Retrieved from: 
https://www.nachi.org/history-of-concrete.htmConclusion 

https://www.building.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/building-code-compliance/canterbury-rebuild/repairing-and-rebuilding-houses/canterbury-guidance-part-a.pdf
https://www.building.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/building-code-compliance/canterbury-rebuild/repairing-and-rebuilding-houses/canterbury-guidance-part-a.pdf
https://www.nachi.org/history-of-concrete.htm
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Whose Report? – it’s Time to Do it Once and Do it Right 

With $1.5 billion or so spent on claims management by the EQC, hard questions need to be 

asked about the value of this spend. I have personally received two engineering reports 

commissioned by the EQC, on two different properties. Interestingly, the EQC only 

commissioned these reports after they had received engineering reports which I had 

commissioned. 

Each of the two reports I commissioned were actioned following an instruction written by an 

experienced insurance lawyer. My structural engineer was well qualified, with years of work 

experience, and I did not get personally involved with the process. However, I did provide 

the engineer with a full history of each property, based on the EQC claim file. 

When I was finally4 given the EQC instruction, the reports commissioned by the EQC either 

had not adhered to the instruction or had failed to comply with the instruction, refer Figure 

14. Both reports were based on incomplete and inaccurate background information. The 

EQC paid $11,000 for its reports. It did not complete a quality assurance process before 

paying for the reports. I paid $8,000 for mine. I completed a review of the reports against the 

instruction before I paid for them. I received EQC’s reports in 2019. 

The EQC may or may not reimburse my fees on the reports I commissioned. This is because 

they may or may not rely on the information in them. Ironically, it was the EQC who told me 

to commission an engineer to report on one of the properties. 

The point of providing this example is to show that the EQC have a culture of getting 

themselves stuck in an unnecessary cycle of assessment after assessment after 

assessment. As outlined in the Submission pack, the reports commissioned by the EQC 

(and many commissioned by homeowners) use imprecise language, are overly (and often 

incorrectly) reliant on the MBIE Guidance, and often engage the wrong experts at the wrong 

time. The reporting provided to the EQC is frequently inadequate for delivering a robust 

(conservative) insurance response. In my opinion, this practice places the risk onto both the 

EQC and homeowner, while engineering firms merrily get paid along the way. In other 

words, varying opinions about which repair strategies have a high likelihood of failure means 

that the cycle starts all over again. 

There must be a better way. Perhaps the EQC could simply provide an audit and quality-

assurance service, moving away from trying to control and manage the process. Perhaps 

                                                      
4 it was a struggle to have EQC release it 



Discussion Submission # 7 0f 9 

Use and Training of Experts to Assess Damage Page 22 of 24 

they could create certification programmes and regulation. Then the EQC could ensure that 

quality assurance and quality control were the overriding drivers of its processes. 

 

Figure 14: NZCSE are one of the engineering firms used by the EQC. They have a reputation in 
the insured community for providing incomplete and imprecise reports. 

 

About NZCSE 

I raised a complaint with the EQC prior to December 2018 about the quality of the reports 

being provided by NZCSE. This was also raised as an issue by the CRG. Until recently, 

NZCSE had only a one-page website. It is understood that the engineers who started 

NZCSE are ex-Fletcher’s engineers (this needs to be confirmed). The Claimants Reference 

Group were advised that the EQC would cease using NZCSE as a preferred supplier; 

however, there are still examples of NZCSE reports coming through the ‘system’. 

EQC spent around $500,000 with NZCSE over a 12-month period. 

 

 

Figure 15: Another engineering firm that is a preferred EQC supplier. 

 

Miyamoto is another company that is considered an engineering firm for insurers. There are 

many examples of their reports which are not robust and which rely on the MBIE Guidance. 
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Conclusion 

It is a complex topic -- who determines damage, and who specifies the repair methodology 

on which a design is based? I believe this needs the immediate and ongoing attention of a 

range of experts. These experts must come from a variety of fields and subject-matter 

expertise, for example, analysts, project managers, tradespeople, engineers, and 

organisational and change managers. 

There has been significant tension between some experts who have been involved in 

damage assessment over the last eight years. If we are to make any real progress, we need 

to create a collaborative environment where differences are put aside and where all parties 

are willing to listen and share. 

My background is as a subject-matter expert in learning and development, education, 

change management and information systems. It has become clear to me that information 

‘silos’ exist, just like in other large organisations wanting to go through a change process. 

Initially, the silos are disconnected, with some having more power than others, or being paid 

more for their time, and so on. 

Furthermore, this adversarial environment has gone unchecked for eight years, with many of 

the difficult situations more ego-centric than fact-centric. The experts I have spoken with all 

agree that engineering is a science and that, if the science and the maths are applied 

correctly, there will be certainty. Unquestionably, the EQC, the Crown, and people paying an 

insurance levy deserve certainty from every dollar being spent on damage identification. We 

have the right to a robust quality-assurance process. 

A contradiction arises when we consider that one of the key mechanisms for certainty -- 

specifically, training -- has been incomplete or inaccurate, or even non-existent. Where are 

the EQC’s competency measures for determining the accuracy and precision of the damage 

assessments they have commissioned and paid for? Are they supported by robust 

calculations? 

Although I am not an expert in this area, my observations have helped me realise that after 

an election is made for either an insurer-managed repair or a customer-managed repair (aka 

cash settlement), it would seem (Kardon (2012) that a structural engineer would want to see 

damage assessments from people with the necessary expertise to assess damage. The 

structural engineer would then be able to confirm the repair methodology and move to the 

design phase. It seems reasonable that an engineer must be held accountable for their 

design. They must confirm that, if it is applied, it will meet the standards required of the EQC 

Act and the insurance policy, and that it will not fail. 
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