
















































































Option one:

Option two:

Option three:

Current CV

Market valuation pre events

Market valuation post events

Value of property is determined based on the current capital value
(issued in 2021)

Value of property is determined based on the value at a point prior
to the events (exact date to be determined)

Value of property is determined based on the value at a point after the
events (exact date to be determined)

Implementation

» Uses current valuation which property owners have had a
chance to review when issued in 2021

» Gisborne proposing to use modified (August 2023) CV,
Christchurch earthquakes used CV method, Alberta used
municipal tax value

» Requires independent valuation, at least 2, 3 if there is no
common agreement

» Hawkes Bay is proposing this method, and 3 valuations is a
common method used in the USA (buyers, sellers, independent,
scheme makes an offer no negotiation- accept or decline)

Pros and Cons

» Requires independent valuation, at least 2, 3 if there is no common
agreement.

» Variation can include valuation post event not taking damage
into account.

» Queensland does market valuation pre and post event and makes an
offer based on the highest valuation, Grand Forks in Canada uses

post-flood fair market value plus costs
OPTIONS EVALUATION

» Simple, quick, transparent, low resource to implement, does not
take into account loss of value due to events

» Perceived as fairer, more appropriate process, likely to increase
voluntary uptake

» Reflects current market value, assists affordability

» Perceived as unfair value method by those impacted, perceived
losing equity and capital gain, may impact voluntary uptake

» Requires time and resource for valuation process

» Perceived as least fair, least likely to assist voluntary uptake, and
requires time and resource for valuation process
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RECOMMENDATION
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Based on the analysis against the criteria above, Option two: market value pre events is assessed to best meet the criteria. Taking this approach would be most effective for getting voluntary
uptake. It will be the preferred method with impacted home-owners. All three options are likely to be contested by some owners, with option three likely to be the most contested. Approaches in
other areas consider variation within the option categories illustrating the flexibility that can be considered to fit Auckland. If affordability is become critical then, one of the two other close




Option one:

Option two:

Option three:

Option four:

$1.5million maximum payment cap

$2.5million maximum payment cap

$5million maximum payment cap

No maximum payment cap

The maximum buy-out payment from the programme
a homeowner could receive would be capped at
$1.5million

The maximum buy-out payment from the programme
a homeowner could receive would be capped at
$2.5million

The maximum buy-out payment from the programme a
homeowner could receive through the programme would
be capped at $5million

There would be no maximum buy-out payment amount
from the programme a homeowner could receive

Implementation

» Condition placed within the offer section of the
support/buy-out policy
» Quebec runs a capped scheme (@ 700K

« Condition placed within the offer section of the
support/buy-out policy

«» Condition placed within the offer section of the
support/buy-out policy

OPTIONS EVALUATION

Pros and Cons

» No maximum value included in the support/buy-out

policy
» Hawkes Bay and Gisborne propose no cap.

» Least risk of exceeding available funding, while
leaving most property owners unaffected. Works
well with CV-based valuation. Limits financial
exposure to high value properties

« Significantly reduces number of affected property
owners (compared to a $1.5m cap), R
. Works well with CV-based
valuation. Limits financial exposure to high value
properties

« Very few property owners affected,

Works well with CV-based valuation

.- Professional Privil 7(2)(g) LGOIMA
- Maximises uptake anc"**" fiiege s 72)0)

Least contentious option.

Priviiege’

- Reduces voluntary uptake and
. Impacts higher value properties. Does not
take into account debt level which may not be
covered .

« Increases risk of exceeding available
funding (compared to a $1.5m cap) Impacts
higher value properties

* Increases risk of exceeding
available funding (compared to a $1.5m cap); larger
portion of funding will be directed towards those with
the most valuable properties

» Greatest risk of exceeding available funding; larger
portion of funding will be directed towards those with
the most valuable properties

Effective
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the analysis against the criteria above, Option one: $1.5million maximum council payment is assessed to best meet the criteria. Taking this approach would give the most confidence of being able
to deliver the programme within available funding, while leaving most property owners unaffected, but would reduce uptake among owners with more valuable properties and

Legal Professional Privilege s 7(2)(g) LGOIMA

There is a very narrow margin between this and having no maximum cap. If expediting uptake is critical then no maximum payment would be the preferred option.




Option one: Option two: Option three:

No homeowner contribution 5% homeowner contribution 20% homeowner contribution
Homeowners would receive 100% of the programme buy-out Homeowners would receive 95% of the programme buy-out Homeowners would receive 80% of the ptroramme buy-out payment
payment amount (after considering any insurance and cap) payment amount (after considering any insurance and cap) amount (after considering any insurance and cap)

Implementation

» Nothing required to implement this option » This would be implemented through a formulaic adjustment to » This would be implemented through a formulaic adjustment to the

the buy-out offer. Government had proposed this limit. buy-out offer.
OPTIONS EVALUATION

Pros and Cons

»  Will get greatest uptake from property owners » Marginally more affordable than a 100% buy-out » Most affordable option
» Minimises impact on property owners with lower and mid-value » (Note: this option was used to estimate costs for negotiations
properties, even if used in conjunction with a cap with government)
» Most costly option  Likely to marginally reduce uptake from property owners * Likely to reduce uptake from property owners
 Likely to have a large negative effect on property owners with lower
and mid-value properties, particularly in conjunction with a cap
Effective
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RECOMMENDATION

Based on the analysis against the criteria above, option one 100% Buy-Out is assessed to best meet the criteria.

Taking this approach would represent a generous offer and would maximise and expedite voluntary uptake. It is the most costly option, but affordability could be managed through the use
of maximum payment (cap).




Option one: Option two:

Take insurance status ( uninsured/underinsured) into account Ignores insurance ( uninsured/underinsured) status

Property owners' insurance status (i.e., uninsured or underinsured) would affect the buy-out payment | Property owners' insurance status would not affect the buy-out payment they receive from the
they receive from the programme programme.
Implementation

» Further work to provide advice on the best approach to implementing this option » Nothing required to implement this option, but it is subject to any other policy provisions.
» Specific provisions and conditions would be required in the support/buy-out purchase polic » This approach is being used in Hawkes Ba

OPTIONS EVALUATION

Pros and Cons

» More affordable to programme - Would increase uptake, -egal Professional Privilege s 7(2)(g) LGOIMA’ N
» (Note: because this is a one-off programme moral hazard has not been considered) ) and would be more equitable
»  Would require more administration resource, reduce uptake:wgd Profeasional Priiege s 7(2)(g) LGOMA * Less affordable, perceived to be unfair to those who paid for insurance
and be less equitable
Effective
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RECOMMENDATION

Based on the analysis against the criteria above, Option two: ignore insurance status is assessed to best meet the criteria.

Legal Professional Privilege s 7(2)(g) LGOIMA

Taking this approach would be simpler, increase uptake, and be more equitable.




Option one:

Secondary properties excluded

Option two:

Secondary properties included

Option three:
Secondary included with limitations

Properties which are not the primary home of the owner are
excluded

Properties which are not the primary home of the owner are
included

Properties which are not the primary home of the owner are included
but with limitations such as lower maximum or percentage buy out to
primary home.

Implementation

Excluded in definition in the support/buy-out policy
Alberta- Canada excludes

Included in eligibility criteria in the support/buy-out policy
Proposed Hawkes Bay & Gisborne

Pros and Cons

* Included in eligibility criteria with conditions placed within the
offer section of the support/buy-out policy

OPTIONS EVALUATION

Aligns with risk categorisation, and objective of support, no
impact on uptake, assists programme affordability, generally
accepted by ratepayers

Not controversial for impacted owners, would provide
certainty towards policy objective

» Mid option, more affordable than inclusion without limitations,
less controversial for ratepayers than inclusion and less
controversial that total exclusion with home-owners

Perceived as unfair, controversial, as impacted owners likely
to perceive programme as hardship, liability or compensation
based. Potentially some risk to life still present

Adds to cost of programme, may enable continued
occupation of property by renters, lessees or use by
property owner, may not be accepted by rate payers

» Complicated to administer, more resource to deliver programme

Effective
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RECOMMENDATION

Based on the analysis against the criteria above, Option one: secondary properties excluded is assessed to best meet the criteria.

Taking the policy objective into account properties with a secondary dwelling (and no dwelling) do not represent a risk to life as the owner has a primary dwelling to live in.




Option one:
Include a process for special circumstances

Option two:
No process for special circumstances

Provides for specific stated circumstances and general circumstances to be considered which fall
outside of the policy positions

Maintain set policy positions with no ability to consider specific or special circumstances, or to include
process for specific exclusions to be considered

Implementation

» Specific sections(s) in the support/buy-out policy could be used for mixed use, no dwelling house
etc

» Specific statement that no deviation from the policy parameters will be considered

OPTIONS EVALUATION

Pros and Cons

»  Would increase uptake, be significantly more equitable and »  Would require less administration and reduce risk of exceeding available funding (both potentially
Provides mechanism to deal with specific matters without requiring more administration offset by administrative costs of judicial reviews)
for entire programme participants -
»  Would increase the number/size of buy-outs, and add administrative costs, but only for a small »  Would reduce uptake, be significantly less equitable and ™ R
number of cases
Effective
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RECOMMENDATION

Based on the analysis against the criteria above, Option one: include a process to consider special circumstances is assessed to best meet the criteria.

Taking this approach would be significantly fairer and L€gal Professional Privilege s 7(2)(g) LGOIMA .















