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Preface

This report details the results of on-site inspections of the physical condition of five
small commercial properties in the Bay of Plenty area. It also includes the results of an
interview with the property owners to determine maintenance information. The report
follows on from BRANZ SR 91 New Zealand House Condition Survey (Clark, Page,
Bennett & Bishop, 2000), which found that New Zealand homeowners need to spend a
total of over $5.5 billion on major outstanding maintenarnce. This pilot condition survey
of small commercial properties provides a starting point for comparing how this
category of buildings is maintained.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 1994 and again in 1999, a representative survey was carried out by BRANZ of the
condition of New Zeadand domestic houses. It was found that New Zeaand
homeowners need to spend a total of over $5.5 hillion on maor outstanding
maintenance on a residential stock valued at more than $147 billion. Figures for the
New Zedand commercia property stock stand at approximately 67,000 units with a
cumulative capital value total of $42.6 billion. What can be said in terms of the
condition of our commercial buildings? The aim of this pilot study was to provide a
glimpse of the condition of small commercial properties in New Zealand, how they are
maintained, and provide a starting point for discussions on what this means for
commercia property management, financially, socially and environmentally.

The main conclusions and recommendations from the pilot study were as follows:

Commercial properties are complex building systems, with multiple componentry
and other differences due to the nature of the tenancy or use of the building. Future
studies need to carefully assess the content and structure of the survey forms to
capture this complexity in a useful manner.

The condition of the commercial properties assessed in this survey ranged from
poor to excellent. It was difficult to determine accurate trends as to the overall state
of New Zealard's commercia property stock or whether it is a better or worse
condition than New Zealand’s domestic property stock. While houses appear to be
in a marginally better condition overall, the incidence of serious and poor
components in houses is higher.

For the commercial properties surveyed, the building component in the worst
condition was exterior doors, with the most common building component defects
being topcoat deterioration of roofs and missing drain grates.

The relationship between the actual cordition of the property and the maintenance
undertaken, and between the actual condition and the accuracy and currency of the
building’'s WOF are two potential correlations that are worthy of investigation in
future studies.



Commercia property is a significant investment on the economy. The cost to raise
the condition of the properties surveyed to ‘as new’ was averaged at $18,000. If
extrapolated (and the extrapolation is tenuous) to New Zealand' s entire commercial
property stock, there is an outstanding maintenance bill of $1.2 billion. Although
the small sample size attaches a high degree of uncertainty to these values,
combined with the maintenance bill for New Zealand's domestic stock, the cost to
the economy is around $6.7 billion. This result raises some concerns not only for
the short-term future of these buildings, but also in terms of their suitability as long-
term investments.

The survey revealed how little is known about the inter-relationships in the
commercia property sector and how this impacts on the maintenance and hence
lifetime of commercial buildings. The relationship between tenants and owners, i.e.
the nature of tenancy arrangements, the number of commercial properties that are
owner-occupied versus those that are tenanted, plus the differences in building
condition in relation to these parameters needs to be further explored.

The research strategy, based on the methodology of the House Condition Survey,
has met the objectives of this report. It has raised the understanding of commercial
property management in New Zealand (even if it raises more questions), it has
developed a strategy for assessment, has recommended changes for the future, and
determined that it does have potential as a future research topic. This is not only
desirable but essential as the study has demonstrated the absence of factual research
datain this field.

It is recommended that this pilot study be extended to a full- scale study.
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INTRODUCTION

Commercial Property in New Zealand

The term ‘commercia property’ covers a wide range of building types and uses. It includes
buildings such as warehouses, universities, schools, office buildings, churches, prisons and
retaill premises. Apartment complexes may aso be included depending on their size and the
systems incorporated into the building (Pringle, 1999).

In New Zedland there has been relatively little commercial prgperty development over the past
decade. In terms of building consent data for 1999 non-residential building trends (including
ingtitutional, commercia and industrial sectors) were fairly modest, with strongest activity in
the health and education sectors (Page, 2000). Thisisin contrast to the building boom of the late
1980’ s in which office construction made up amost 60 % of the growth in the total rea value of
commercial congtruction (Gawaith, 1999; cited in Saville-Smith, 2000). The growth
experienced in the 1980's combined with relatively low development through the 1990's has
created a surplus capacity. Predictions for 2000 were that there was unlikely to be any large
office development projects undertaken (Page, 2000).

Currently, figures for the New Zedland commercia property stock stand at approximately
67,000 units with a cumulative capital value total of $42.6 billion (Quotable Value, 2000). As
many of these units were born of the commercial property boom of the 1980's or before, it can
be said that New Zeadland's commercial property stock is aging. It is important to understand
what the condition of this commercial property stock means in environmental, social and
economic terms, as concepts such as ‘environmenta life cycle anaysis and ‘sustainable
architecture, building and culture are emerging as key determinants for the construction
industry.

To achieve this, an assessment of how long a building is ‘in use’ (determined in part by materia
performance, financial considerations and other social factors) needs to be conducted to
determine the building’s overall impact throughout its life. While progress is being made in this
area, there is a lack of publicly available research data or other specific information on the
current condition and ongoing maintenance of commercia buildingsin New Zealand.

With New Zealand's commercia property (all categories) having a cumulative capital vaue
total of $42.6 billion, commercial buildings are a significant investment in the economy.
Therefore, knowing about the condition of our commercia property has important economic
implications. Domesticaly, results from the New Zealand House Condition Survey (Clark et a,
2000) found that New Zealand homeowners need to spend atotal of over $5.5 billion on majpr
outstanding maintenance. What can be said in terms of commercia buildings?

This pilot study provides a glimpse of the condition of small commercial properties in New
Zedland and how they are maintained. It provides:

Vitd information to the Building Industry Authority (BIA), so that they can consider
changes to the Building Code and Acceptable Solutions for consistently occurring building
defects;

The Government with specific data to assist with regulating energy and natural resources,
and

Data of commercial value to the building industry because it will identify opportunities for
new and improved products and practices (Alexander, 2002).

In addition, it provides a backdrop for discussions on the implications that property condition
has on commercial property management financially, socially and environmentally, and
highlights the key issues to be considered in awider survey.



1.2 Termsof Reference
The intent of this research project was to carry out a pilot survey of a sample of the New
Zedland commercial building stock in order to answer the following questions:
What is the condition of the commercia property stock in New Zedand?

What is the building industry’s current knowledge about the life cycle of commercia
properties?

What keeps small commercia properties ‘dive’, i.e. what are the drivers behind
commercia property maintenance?

How do these drivers differ in relation to the nature of occupancy of the building, i.e.
owner-occupied versus tenanted?

Are smal commercia properties maintained differently to domestic properties?
1.3 Objectives

The objectives of thisreport are asfollows:

To develop a preliminary dstrategy for assessing the condition of smal commercia
properties,

To begin to develop an understanding of small commercial property management in New
Zedland,

To evaluate the preliminary strategy based on this understanding; and

To determine whether a future full-scale study is warranted.

14 Method

The preliminary strategy for assessing the condition of the participating properties was a survey
designed in two parts:

A physica inspection of each property; and

A one-on-one interview with the property owners.

The interview involved questions relating to the maintenance of the property. The physica
ingpection involved checking the condition of various components, such as the roof, walls,
foundations, floor, interior walls, the roof space, etc. As a result, two survey forms were
developed, the details of which are discussed sections 1.4.1 and 1.4.2.

The assistance of the Bay of Plenty Branch of the New Zealand Property Council was dicited to
select five owners of small commercial propertiesin Tauranga to participate in the survey. The
sample selection, sample size and sample profile is discussed in more detail in sections 1.4.3 to
145.

Two articles were written for BUILD magazine while the survey was underway, with further
articles anticipated at the conclusion of this study report.

As a pilot study, this largely iterative process formed the basis of the research strategy, and is
assessed in sections 2.6 and 3.4 (under ‘Usefulness of results') to ascertain its appropriateness
for future research in this area.
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Physical inspection survey

The physical inspection survey form used in the House Condition Survey (Clark et a, 2000) was
used as a template for the physical ingpections in this study. It was adjusted to reflect the
different categories that are more likely to be present in a commercial property compared to
domestic homes — restrooms instead of bathrooms, and catering facilities instead of kitchens, for
example. In addition, new categories were added to reflect the more complex nature and
different uses of a commercial property in recognition that a commercial property comprises of
both the building and its surrounds (property ‘footprint’). These included new sections on
wastewater and site drainage, external areas (such as gardens and car parking), and a ‘ space use’
category to document how floor area in the property is utilised. The order of categories was
further adjusted so that related questions were grouped together on the forms, e.g. al questions
relating to everything in the sub floor space. This made the survey easier to complete by
eliminating the need to return to an area severa times.

After this preliminary review was completed, each question was evaluated to ensure that al
likely building materials were included and all relevant defects identified. This was achieved by
utilising the reference ‘Protecting Your Investment: A Guide to Maintaining Commercia
Buildings (Pringle, 1999), and in consultation with BRANZ staff. After much iteration a draft
survey was ready for testing. The test of the draft survey was carried out on a cars sales building
complex on the 20" December 2000. This commercial property site was chosenas it had three
different buildings on it each of different ages, construction and design. This was ided, as it
meant that many building materials and related defects that had been omitted from the survey
form were identified. Minor changes in formatting for ease of use were also identified. The
finalised draft copy of the survey form was then sent to the BRANZ building inspector assigned
for the pilot study for use. For a sample of the survey form see Appendix 1.

I nterview survey

The interview survey to determine maintenance drivers originaly developed by the Centre for
Research, Evaluation and Social Assessment (CRESA) for use in the House Condition Survey
(Clark et a, 2000) was utilised as a template for this section of the study. This survey was
atered to reflect the emphasis on the drivers behind commercia property maintenance and
included new sections on building safety and the cost and amount of utilities. It also included
questions about the maintenance of the commercial property owner’s house (if applicable) to
enable comparisons to be made between the drivers behind the maintenance of commercia
properties and houses. Kay Saville-Smith (CRESA) reviewed these initial aterations, and
further changes were made to the wording of the questions to more accurately capture the
decision-making processes involved in the management of property maintenance. The interview
survey was then tested alongside the physical condition survey at the car sales complex. As a
result of this testing process, minor aterations in the question order were made. The trialed and
edited version of the survey was then sent again to Kay Saville-Smith for afinal review. From
this, more changes were made to minimise ambiguity and increase the likelihood of
interpretable results. The survey was then completed and prepared for use. For a sample of the
survey form see Appendix 2.

Sampleselection

It isimportant to note at this stage of the study, that with a sample size of five the results cannot
be considered representative of the New Zealand small commercial property sector. In addition,
the choice of location is relevant as different geographica areas can have quite different
investment dynamics, in turn impacting on the level of maintenance and subsequent condition
of the property.



To assist the logistical process for the purposes of this pilot study, the five properties were
selected with the help of the Bay of Plenty Branch of the New Zealand Property Council and
were required to be:

L ess than approximately 5000 m? (and so less likely to be externally managed);
Defined as acommercia property (see below);

Preferably ‘stand done’ properties, i.e. not part of amall etc;

The owner must manage the property; and

The property must be able to be inspected during the week 26" Feb-2"! March 2001.

It is aso noted that by only interviewing the owner of the property, a partia view of the
building’ s use and maintenance was obtained. In further studies, it is recommended that both the
owner and tenants of the property are interviewed.

The Commercia Property Category Code (Quotable Vaue, 2000) defines a commercia
property as shown in Table 1. These categories were used to define acommercia property for
this study.

Urban Category Definitions— Code C: Commercial

Commercia accommodation such as motels and hotels

Commercia cinema, theatre and public hall type complexes

Homes for the elderly

Liquor outlets including taverns etc.

Commercia motor vehicle sales, service etc.

Commercia office type use

Commercid parking

Retailing use

Service gtations, petrol stations etc.

Commercial tourism type attractions

Vacant land which when developed will have a commercia use

X| <|H| 0D T|O| Z|| MO >

Numerous commercia uses on one Site or where the use is not in any of the above categories

Table1l: Commercial property category code

Note: As a result of using Quotable Vaue' s definition, industrial buildings were not included
(thisis a separate property code). If, however, aternative definitions of commercial property are
used in any future studies e.g. town planning definitions, industrial properties may aso be
included.

144 Samplesze

Of the eleven origina respondents, five properties were selected for the survey. The selection of
these was based on the criteria above, i.e. size, commerciad property status, location,
owner/manager status, and availability. All owners were aso assured confidentiality in that no
identifying information would be included in any published material.

145 Sample profile

The five commercia properties surveyed were labelled from A to E and comprised the
following profiles:

Property A: 2 tenancies (1 retail / 1 office). Owner-occupied. ~760m?

Property B: 1 tenancy (retail). Tenanted (but vacant at the time of the survey). ~1000m?2
Property C: 4 tenancies (2 retail / 2 office). Tenanted. ~780m?2

Property D: 6 tenancies (5 retail, 1 office). Tenanted. ~880m?

Property E: 5 tenancies (2 retail / 3 office). Teranted. ~930m?2



1.5

Assumptions and Limitations

151 Assumptions

152

The use of inspectors for the physical condition assessment introduces a degree of subjectivity
and inconsistency across the results. In this study only one inspector was used, which reduced
this inconsistency somewhat. It was assumed therefore, that the results of the physical
ingpections accurately represented the condition of the properties surveyed. It was also assumed
that the respondents were truthful when interviewed.

The survey forms were modified to reflect the nature of commercial properties. As they were
based on templates used in the House Condition Survey (Clark et al, 2000) any assumptions (and
limitations) from these have unwittingly been brought forward.

Limitations

The main limitation of this pilot study is the small number of respondents from one location,
introducing sample bias and producing statistically insignificant results. Only general trends and
observations could be postulated as a result. Additionally, commercial properties are complex
building systems. This complexity, combined with broad study objectives and limited expertise
of the author, is a limitation specificaly in the design of the surveys and in the analysis of
results. The defects identified by the inspector were limited to those that could be physically
inspected. Therefore non-visual faults and the implications of these are excluded from the
results.
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PHYSICAL INSPECTION RESULTS

Survey Format

Overall information about each property, including an assessment of the condition of specific
components making up the building, was collected by the BRANZ inspector using the survey
form. Photographs of each property were taken, and any particular defect of unusua severity
was aso photographed where possible.

Rating Scales

The inspector identified the materials for a number of building components and assessed the
overal condition of the component on a scale ranging from serious to excellent. Defects in the
component were identified in terms of their presence and frequency (indicated as a percentage;
0-10%, 10-25%, 25-50%, and 50-100%). Equal weighting was given to each component, even
though all components do not contribute equally to the overall physica condition of the
property. This is consistent with the methodology in the House Condition Survey (Clark et d,
2000). The scales used are shown in Table 2.

Condition Description Rating
Serious Headlth and safety implications, needs immediate attention 1
Poor Needs attention shortly — within next three months 2
Moderate Will need attention within the next two years 3
Good Very few defects— near new condition 4
Excellent No defects— as new condition 5

Frequency of defect: 0-10%, 10-25 %, 25-50%, and 50-100%

Table2: Rating scales

Aswell as this component assessment, other building characteristics were assessed or recorded
e.g. space use category, dampness, shade, wind exposure, surrounding area, moisture readings,
roof slope, insulation levels etc. These provide valuable background information about each
property as a whole. The inspector a'so made an overal judgement on how well the property
was being maintained using one of three subjective assessments. well maintained, reasonably
maintained, or poorly maintained.

Results

The following sections detail the results from the physica inspections carried out by the
BRANZ inspector. For the building components assessed the type of building materials used,
the defects, and the condition rating for each is described. A summary of the results can be
found in section 2.4.

General

Questions in this section relate to the genera nature of the properties surveyed, e.g. commercia
property layout, use of space, dampness, shade, wind exposure, air tightness, the surrounding
area and general condition.

Commercid property layout

Each property was sketched indicating its overall dimensions, the percentage glazing to each
elevation, the number of tenanted spaces and internal layout, and the number of storeys. The
inspector aso indicated the compass direction each property faced. While providing an
excellent overview of each property, this was a very complex job and the survey forms would
warrant graph paper or similar for future studies.




The floor areas of the commercial properties surveyed ranged between approximately 760-
1000m2 and were a maximum of two storeys, easily meeting the selection criterion of being
5000m2 or less. In general the percentage of glazing was high for the frontage of the properties
(70-85%), while low at the rear (15% or less), and because most of the properties were attached
to adjoining properties, there was little to no glazing on the side walls. Each property was
assessed as one building regardless of the number of tenancies because the tenancies associated
with one property owner were physically attached to one another, either horizontaly or
verticaly.

Space use category

Knowing how space is utilised within properties can give an indication of, amongst other things,
the likely types of building materials used, the likely types of defects found, and to some extent
enables predictions to be made about how easy it would be to change its use. Assumptions
based on these can change a building's life cycle assessment (LCA). For example, if a
commercia building has a lot of ‘generic’ (i.e. non-speciaised) space, it follows that the
building has the potential to have many uses over its lifetime with minimal changes in building
componentry. With a more specialised building, one would expect the converse of this. The
degree of adaptability of abuilding can affect its impact on the environment over its life.

Table 3 illustrates the approximate floor area (m?) used for a particular function in each of the
properties surveyed. Thisis also represented as a percentage of the total area. What can be seen
is that the most widespread area used for a particular purpose was ‘display areas’. This was not
surprising as all of the properties had at least one tenancy classed as ‘retailing’ in which goods
were being displayed for sale.

Space Use

category Property A Property B Property C Property D Property E

m? % m? % m? % m? % m? %

Reception 72 11 7 0.6 13 1.7

areas

Waiting rooms 9 14 6 0.8 12 15

Offices 241 37 186 13 127 17 15 1.9 21 4.7

Catering 23 35 23 16 17 2.3 51 6.4 3 0.6

facilities

Restrooms 17 2.6 21 15 26 3.5 21 2.6 4 0.8

Resource 15 2.1

rooms

Storage areas 100 7 84| 113 6.6 146 | 33.2

Meeting rooms

Workshops 55 6.8

Display areas 163 25 1090 76 292 39 586 73 219 | 498

Other 125| 195 4 0.3 166| 223 10 1.2 48| 109

TOTAL 650| 100| 1431 | 100| 746| 100| 803| 100| 441 | 100

Table3: Space use category

The discrepancy, either above or below, between the total floor areas of the properties indicated
in section 1.4.5 and the total space use areas in Table 2 could be attributed to a number of
possible causes. These include a possible ‘double counting’ of spaces that are used communally,
or areas that haven't been included, such as walkways, stairs, and ‘dead spaces (e.g. the area
under stairs). The areas calculated were based on sketches of the properties (not to scale) with



varying floor area arrangements, such as mezzanines and ceiling or attic gace use. As a result
the areas recorded are, at best, estimates but provide a rough guide for how each property has
been utilised for purpose.

To overcome these difficulties for future studies the following grading system could be used
instead (Alexander, 2002):

Category 1: Building very open plan, few structura features interrupting interior space,
construction allows relatively easy change of use at low cost.

Category 2: Building could adapt to many uses but inefficient design had introduced
moderate costs to change.

Category 3: Building built for specific commercia use but could be changed with
moderate cost.

Category 4: Building built for specific commercia use, structure provides many
limitations to ateration. Building use can be changed but cost would be high.

Category 5: Building structure provides many limitations to use and cannot be changed

without substantial demolition.

This system would markedly reduce the time taken to undertake such an assessment, and
increase the usefulness of the results.

Subjective dampness feel

Dampness implies problems with building weather tightness. Properties A, C, D and E ‘felt
dry’, mainly due to the presence of air conditioning systems. Property B was recorded as feeling
‘dightly damp’. True dampness was difficult to assess in this subjective rating. To get a more
accurate result for future studies (both commercial or domestic) the moisture content in the
timber from the tops of doors could be measured if required.

Shade & wind exposure

The degree of shading® impacts upon building overheating or cooling and the extent of wind
exposure impacts upon material durability. None of the properties surveyed were deemed to be
shaded. In this study, shading was applicable to the front and rear of the properties only asthe
sidewalls were, for the most part, attached to the adjoining tenancy or building. Indeed, no
shading is to be expected as the surrounding buildings were small (i.e. low rise) and well
separated by streets, pedestrian malls etc. and were located in aflat area. All of the properties
surveyed were described as sheltered from the wind, due to the built up nature of the
surrounding area.

Subjective ‘air tightness' feel

The degree of air tightness of a building is a combination of natural ventilation and daught
resistance of joinery etc. This in turn impacts upon the performance of building heating and
cooling systems and thus energy use. Properties B, D and E were assessed as being ‘leaky’
predominately associated with the presence of timber joinery and buvre windows (see section
2.3.5). Property C was classed as ‘average’ and Property A as ‘airtight’. Similar to the dampness
rating determining air tightness subjectively is largely intuitive, and for commercial properties
even more difficult due to the presence of air-conditioning systems.

For more accurate results a ‘blower door’ test could be undertaken, athough these tests are
expensive to do for commercia properties with complex mechanical systems (Bassett, 2001).
Alternatively a grading system could be adopted to increase objectiveness. One suggested rating
system is provided as follows (Alexander, 2002):

! “Shading’ in this context means whether the property is shaded by other buildings or other separate
physical features, such as hills, vegetation etc. It does include attached features such as verandas,
sunshades, the presence of firewalls etc.
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Category 1. Very airtight construction, no air conditioning, ventilation by windows and doors
only.

As 1 but with some extract fans.

As 1 but air conditioned.

Moderate airtight construction, no air conditioning, ventilation by windows and
doors only.

As 4 but with some extract fans.

As 4 but air conditioned.

Very air lesky construction, ventilation by louvres, windows, doors plus poor
fitting windows and doors.

As 7 but also with extract fans or permanently open vents.

As 7 but dso air conditioned.

Category 2:
Category 3:
Category 4.

Category 5:
Category 6:
Category 7:

Category 8:
Category 9:

Properties in the surrounding area

The predominant land use in the location of the properties surveyed was classed as commercial.
Thisisto be expected as building areas are usually zoned and thus the same types of properties
are grouped together. The external condition, based on the front of the buildings of the
properties in the area, was assessed as being either moderate or good. The property age in the
area was predominantly a mix of properties between 515 years and over 25 years. This is
because the properties are located in an old area of Tauranga and some redevel opment has taken
place.

Genera condition

The general condition of the commercia properties surveyed was assessed. It was observed that
the front of the properties were in a better condition that the rear of the properties. However,
two of the properties were considered to be well maintained (Properties A and C), two as
reasonably maintained (Properties D and E), and one property as poorly maintained (Property
B). Thus, the majority of the properties surveyed were either well or reasonably mantained. The
poorly maintained property is waiting (at the time of the survey) for a tenant before upgrading.
The proposed refurbishment plans for this property are displayed in the shop front window, and
show significant improvements will be made.

Subfloor and floor

The components that were assessed in this section included the foundations and subfloor,
fasteners, joistybearers, vents, and floor. Issues for the subfloor included whether there was
access to it or not, the presence of ground covering, floor insulation, and sub floor moisture.

Foundations and subfloor

Property D had concrete pile foundations with a continuous concrete perimeter wall. The
remaining properties had concrete dab foundations. Table 4 lists the defects found and shows
that most property’ s foundations were rated as either excellent or good.

Foundations A B C D E
Type Concrete Concrete Concrete Continuous Concrete dab.
dab. dab. dab. concrete perimeter
walls with concrete
piles.
DEFECTS None. Risng damp. | None. Inadequate bracing. | Cladding deteriorating
Rising damp. near ground.
Water ponding.
Non-structural cracks.
CONDITION | Excellent Good Excellent Good Moderate
(rating) ©) 4) ©) 4) 3

Table4: Foundations




Due to the nature of its foundations, Property D did have a sub floor, but in this case there was
no access (i.e. no adequate crawl space) to it. However, the inspector managed to ascertain that
there was no ground covering, no sub floor insulation and high sub floor moisture content (17-
19%). This was consistent with evidence of water staining (see Table 5).

Sub Floor Fasteners

Only Property D, consistent with the presence of a sub floor and foundations, had fasteners.
These were identified as being made of no.8 wire and staples in a good condition. White rust
and some corrosion were present.

Joists/bearers
In terms of joists and bearers, Property D consisted of native timber and was rated ‘good’. No
defects were recorded. This question was not applicable for the other four properties.

Subfloor vents

For the properties with no sub floor there is no requirement for sub floor ventilation. Property D
had a number of vents situated in the pavement at the front of the building. However, due to the
high sub floor moisture content it is clear that the sub floor is not well ventilated and moisture is
being trapped underneath (as indicated above). The vents were made of cast steel, with 980mm?
clear area. No vegetation blocked the vents.

Floor

Table 5 shows that the majority of the properties surveyed had floorsin a“‘good’ condition, with
one property identified as having afloor in ‘excellent’ condition, and one property with a floor
(upper leve) in ‘poor’ condition. Common building materials included concrete and T& G, with
floor squeaks as a common defect in the second storey. Property D, consistent with findings in
the preceding subsections, showed water staining around nails in the floor.

Floor A B C D E

Type Concrete. | Lower level: Concrete. | T&G. Lower leve:
concrete. concrete.
Upper level: Upper leve:
particleboard. T&G.

DEFECTS None. Floor squeaks. Cracking. | Water staining Floor squeaks.

around nails.
CONDITION | Excdlent | Good Good Good Poor (upper
(reting) ©) (4) (4) (4) level) (2)
Table5: Floor
2.3.3 Water

The results from this section include plumbing wastes, water reticulation, drains (sewer and
stormwater), spouting and drainpipes. It was observed that, in general, wastewater serviceswere
mostly concedled, either by the building itself i.e. internally located, or by the surrounding
buildings i.e. blocked access, and in some cases the type of service was unable to be
determined.

Plumbing wastes

Table 6 shows the common defects for the plumbing wastes of the properties surveyed were
lesking pipes and inadequate dinging/support, giving rise to either a good or moderate
condition rating. Common materias included copper and PV C.
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Plumbing wastes A B C D E
Type PVC. Copper. Copper. Copper. PVC.
Copper. | Castiron. PVC. PVC.
Lead.
Cast iron.
DEFECTS None Leaking pipes. Inadequate Leaking pipes. None
recorded. | Inadequate dinging/support.| Inadequate recorded.
dinging/support. dinging/support.
CONDITION Good Moderate Good Moderate to Good Good
(reting) 4) (©) 4) (39 4)

Table6: Plumbing wastes

Water reticulation

The common defect for the water reticulation systems of the properties surveyed was inadequate
dlinging, achieving the same ratings as for the plumbing wastes i.e. good to moderate. Copper
was the most common material used. The details can be seenin Table 7.

Water

. . A B C D E

reticulation

Type Copper. Copper. Copper. Copper. Copper.
Polybutylene. Galv stedl. Polybutylene.

DEFECTS Inadequate Inadequate None Inadequate None
dinging/support. | dinging/support. | recorded. dinging/ recorded.

support.
CONDITION | Good Moderate Good Moderateto | Good
(rating) 4 ©) @) Good(34) | (4

Table7: Water reticulation

Drains

Of the four properties for which the sewers could be inspected, they comprised a mix of PVC,
earthenware and cast iron. The common defects for these properties were missing grates and
leaking gully traps. The mgjority condition rating of the sewers was moderate. Only three of the
properties enabled inspection of the stormwater drains. The common type of drain was
earthenware. Common defects included cracking, blockage and corrosion; overal the drains
were assigned a moderate to good condition rating. See Table 8 for more details. For future
studies it may be useful to also assess drainage areas and grease traps, and whether there is
access to these for maintenance.

11




Drains
(sewer) A B C D E
Type Unableto | PVC. Earthenware. PVC. PVC.
determine. | Earthenware. Cast iron. Earthenware.
Cast Iron. Earthenware.
DEFECTS - Missing grates. Missing grates. Missing grates. | Broken gully traps.
Leaking gully traps. Overgrown. Leaking gully
Cracks. traps.
CONDITION | - Moderate Good Moderate Moderate
(reting) 3 @) ©) 3
Drains
(stor mwater) A B c D E
Type Unableto | Earthenware. Unableto PVC. Earthenware.
determine. determine. Earthenware. Cast iron.
DEFECTS - Blocked or - Cracksin drain.
overflowing Corrosion.
drains.
Cracks.
CONDITION | - Moderate - Good Moderate
(rating) ©) 4) ©)

Table8: Drains (stormwater & sewer)

Spouting and drainpipes

Table 9 shows the common spouting and drainpipe materials found in the properties surveyed
were PV C and galvanised steel. The common defect was an uneven fal. The condition rating
achieved was from poor to good. For future studies, an assessment of internal gutters should be

included in this section.

Spouting & A B C D E
drainpipes
Type PVC. PVC. Unableto | Gav sted. | PVC.
Copper. Galv stedl. determine. | PVC. Galv stedl.
DEFECTS Partialy None recorded. | - Uneven Uneven fall.
blocked. fal. Missing supports.
Corrasion of metal.
Leaks.
CONDITION | Moderate Good - Good Poor
(rating) ©) 4) 4) )
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Table9: Spouting & drainpipes

Exterior

The exterior features that were included in the survey were paths, paving and car parking areas,
external steps and ramps, and retaining walls, planting, fences and/or gates.

Paths, paving and car parking

Table 10 shows that the condition of the exterior areas of the property, comprising of car
parking, paths and paving, were largely divided between the extremes of excellent and poor.
The areas that were fully tarsealed were excellent, compared to those that comprised a mixture
of tarsedl, dirt, gravel and grass. Common defects with these included uneven surfaces and
potholes. Whether these defects were due to the composition of the tarseal or just lack of
adequate maintenance was unable to be determined — a detail that may be of use in future

studies.




Paths, paving & A B C D E
car parking
Type Tarsed. Mix of Tarseal. Mix of tarsed, dirt, | Tarsedl.
tarsed, dirt grass and gravel.
and gravel.
DEFECTS None. Uneven None. Uneven surfaces. None recorded.
surfaces. Car parking line
Pot holes. poorly visible.
Pot holes.
Subsidence.
Overgrown.
CONDITION Excdlent Poor Excdlent | Poor Good
(rating) ©) 2 ©) 2 (4)
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Table 10: Paths, paving & car parking

External steps/ ramps

Only Properties A and B had external steps or ramps. Property A consisted of concrete steps and
ametal handrail with no defects, receiving an ‘excellent’ rating. Property B comprised of wood
but was considered in a dangerous condition by the inspector thus receiving a‘ poor’ rating. For
future studies an evaluation of interna steps and ramps may also be appropriate. In addition,
consideration of stairs/ladders to services or roofs or for emergency egress for example, is
warranted.

Retaining walls, planting, fences or gates

The same two properties had retaining walls — Property A’s were in an excellent condition,
Property B’s in a good condition. No defects were recorded. None of the properties surveyed
had any planting, fences or gates. It was observed that other buildings were part of the exterior
(such as transformer rooms) but were not included on the survey forms. An assessment of the
condition of these, or at least their existence, should be noted and would be useful for future
studies.

External cladding/door s'windows

The components assessed in this section included wall cladding, exterior doors, windows, and
the roof.

Wall cladding
As can be seen in Table 11 the condition of the wall claddings of the properties surveyed

included ratings of poor to moderate, good and excellent. The condition of the wall mounted
items (where present) ranged from poor to excellent. Assessment of the wall cladding created
some confusion in terms of delineating between the exterior wall surface and the whole building
component fabric, for example, how to categorise curtain walling (cladding or windows?) or
structura glazing.

The wall cladding at the front of the building was in a much better condition than that at the rear
of the property. Common defects included cracks, staining, topcoat deterioration, paint
deterioration and mould. The types of claddings used included a mix of materials such as
concrete (including reinforced block and precast dab), brick (solid, cavity, or veneer), asbestos
cement sheet, and roughcast (including stucco). For future work this table should differentiate
the difference between the front, back and side walls.
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Wall

cladding A B c D E
Type Concrete. Concrete. Concrete. Roughcast. Brick.
Roughcast. Roughcast. Brick. Concrete. Concrete.
Asbestos Asbestos Asbestos Reinforced Asbestos cement
cement sheet. | cement sheet. | cement concrete post & | sheet.
Galv. Stedl. sheet. beam. Gav. Stedl.
DEFECTS None. Topcoat None. Cracks. Insecure cladding.
deterioration. Spdlling. Cracks.
Mould. Paint Impact damage.
Leaking at deterioration. Corrosion of
joints. Mould. reinforcing.
Staining. Topcoat Paint deterioration.
deterioration. Topcoat
deterioration.
Mould.
Staining.
CONDITION | Excelent Moderate Excdlent Front — good (4); | Poor to moderate
(rating) (5) 3 (5) Rear — poor to (2-3
moderate (2-3)
Wall mounted items (condition)
Air- Plumbing Signs None. Plumbing
conditioning | (moderate). (excellent). (moderate).
units (good). | Electrical wires | Sunblind Air-conditioning
Sign (good). (poor). (excellent). units (good).

Table11: Wall cladding

Exterior doors

The exterior doors of the properties surveyed included a wide range of materials such as glass,
timber, aluminium and steel in a variety of forms e.g. diding, solid, part glass, and French
styles. Common defects included topcoat deterioration, poor hardware, paint deterioration,
missing/inoperative hardware and door sticking. The condition ratings ranged from poor to
good. More details about the exterior doors can be seen in Table 12.
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Exterior doors A B C D E
Type Aluminium. Glass. Solid timber. | Timber/part Solid timber.
Solid timber. | Siding Timber/part | glass. Aluminium.
Sliding aluminium. glass. French. Glass.
auminium. Aluminium. Solid timber. Sliding galv. stedl.
Sliding
auminium.
DEFECTS Topcoat Loose Poor Topcoat Missing or
deterioration. | rubbers. hardware. deterioration. inoperative
Paint Sticking. hardware.
deterioration. | Poor hardware. Poor hardware.
Topcoat Paint Paint deterioration.
deterioration. | deterioration. Topcoat
Missing or deterioration.
inoperative Sticking door.
hardware. Guide track
damage.
CONDITION Good Moderateto | Moderate Front — moderate | Timber and diding
(rating) 4 goad (3-4) 3 to good (3-4); door — poor (2);
Rear — poor to aluminium —
moderate (2-3) moderate (3); glass
— good (4).

Table12: Exterior doors

Windows
The windows of the properties surveyed aso comprised of a range of materials including
timber, steel, aluminium and louvres, with condition ratings ranging from excellent to poor.
Timber and louvre style windows were the most common. Window defects included lack of
cleanliness, air leakage, paint deterioration, stressed joints, putty cracks, checking in timber and
metal corrosion. These results can be seenin Table 13. Asthe mgority of the glazing was at the
front of the properties it may be prudent to separate the shop front as a separate building
element, including features such as the percentage of fixed glazing, presence of safety glass etc,

for future work.
Windows A B C D E
Type Aluminium. | Timber. Timber. Timber. Timber.
Sted. Louvres. Aluminium. | Stedl. Aluminium.
Timber. Sted. Louvres. Louvres.
Louvres.
DEFECTS Scratched Broken/cracked panes. | None Lack of Meta
glass. Didodged/missing recorded. cleanliness. corrosion.
Minor puity. Air leakage. Paint
coating Stressed joints. Nail rust gaining. | deterioration.
failures. Paint deterioration. Paint Checking in
Glazing mouldingsin deterioration. timber.
poor condition. Metd corrosion. Putty cracks.
Putty cracks. Checking in Stressed joints.
Lack of cleanliness. timber. Joint cracks.
Air leskage.
CONDITION | Good Moderate Excelent/ | Front —good (4) | Poor to good
(rating) 4 3 Good (4-5) | Rear —poor (2) (2-9)

Table 13: Windows
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Roof

Asshown in Table 14, the common roof materials for the properties surveyed included profiled
metal tile and galvanised steel, with the majority having a condition rating of ‘moderate’.
Common defects of the commercial properties included rust and corrosion of base metal,
internal gutter leaks, moss growth, nail lifting, dirt and debris build up, areas of ponding,
chalking of applied finishes and deterioration of fixings and of the topcoat. All of the roof-
mounted items received a‘good’ condition rating.

Roof A B C D E

Type Profiled meta | Galv. stedl. Galv. stedl. Profiled Galv. stedl.
tile. Profiled metal tile.
Bitumen translucent Galv. stedl.
membrane. sheet.

Plastic panels.

DEFECTS Corrosion of Corrosion of Rust. Buckling. Rust.
base metal. base metal. Paint flaking/ Interna gutters
Buckling. Nalil lifting. blisters or leaking.
Rust. Deterioration | bubbles. Nail lifting.
Moss growth. of fixings. Areas of Leaks.
Dirt & debris Topcoat ponding. Dirt & debris build
build up. deterioration. Interna gutters up.
Aresas of leaking. Areas of ponding.
ponding. Moss growth. Deterioration of
Chalking of Sagging. fixings.
applied Chalking of Holes/cracks/dents.
finishes. applied finishes. Corrosion of base
Topcoat Topcoat metal.
deterioration. deterioration. Paint flaking/

blisters or bubbles.

CONDITION | Moderate Moderate Moderate Excellent Poor

(rating) ©) ©) ©) ©) &)

Roof mounted items (condition)
TV aerid. TV aerid. Air- Vents Skylights.
Skylights. Skylights. conditioning (good) Vents.
Plastic vents. (good) units Pipes.
(good to mod) (good) (good)

Table 14: Roof

It is recommended that future studies include parapets and verandas as part of the roof
assessment, as well as providing for other roof features such as mechanica plant, vents etc.

2.3.6

Roof space

The componentry assessed in this section includes the roof space and the rafters, purlins, ceiling
joists and trusses, where appropriate. In terms of the roof space, whether there was access, types
of sarking or truss, skillion roof percentage, degree of roof sope, type of wiring, presence of
insulation or roof space moisture, were all documented.

Table 15 shows that the mgjority of properties had roof slopes of 315 degrees, and all had
tough plastic sheath wiring present. Only two of the five properties had ceiling insulation, and
only one of these to any great degree. The roof space moisture of the properties was 12% or

less. One property had a skillion roof, and two properties had roof space trusses.
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Roof Space A B C D E
Roof dope 0-15° 0-15° 0-15° 0-15° 0-30°
16-30° at
clerestory
windows.
Wiring Type Tough plastic Tough Tough Tough plastic Tough
sheath. plastic plastic sheath. plastic
sheath. sheath. sheath.
Celling insulation | 100% fibreglass | None. Foil under None. None.
50 mm thick. battens.
Roof space 10% 12% 11% =12% 11%
moisture (timber)
Skillion roof % 90%
Truss, roof Sted! truss. Timber truss.
sarking, ceiling
sarking

Table 15: Roof space

Rafters, Purlins, Ceiling Joists and Trusses
The majority of the rafters, purlins, ceiling joists and trusses were made of treated radiata and
metal. Table 16 shows that very few defects were recorded, with an overall condition rating of

‘good’ achieved.
Rafters, Purlins, Ceiling
Joists& Trusses A B c D E

Type Treated Treated Treated Native. Treated
radiata. radiata. radiata. Douglas radiata.
Sted. Metal. Fir. Metal.
Concrete. Douglas fir.

DEFECTS None None None. None Timber decay.
recorded. recorded. recorded.

CONDITION (rating) Good Good Excellent Good Moderate to
4 @) ©) 4 good (3-4)

Table 16: Rafters, purlins, celling joists & trusses

2.3.7 Interior features

The interior features of the properties assessed included the restrooms, catering facilities,
interior linings, internal doors, hardware and furnishings where present. Due to the
inconsistency of these features across the tenancies, a range of componentry was identified, as
were arange of defects. The results can be seen in the following tables.

Restrooms

The restrooms received the greatest divergence of ratings of al the component ratings — ranging
from serious to excellent. All of the internal features (restrooms, catering facilities, interior
linings etc.) of the properties showed the greatest variability, as they had multiple numbers of
each feature with often different characteristics. Common defects found in the restrooms were
staining of surfaces, water stains and chipped or peeling paint. All had toilets and hand basins,
but only two were recorded as having some form of hand-drying facilities. None of the
property’s restrooms had any mould. There was a mix of linings used, with plasterboard being
most common for the walls, and vinyl as the mgjority for floor coverings. See Table 17 for more
details.
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Restrooms A B C D E
Number 3 4 2 7 4
No. with 2 2 Nil Nil Nil
disabled
access
When last In the past 10-25 years. Not recorded by | Morethan 25 In the past
refurbished 5 years. inspector. years. 5years.
Linings Celing: Celing/walls Cealing: Ceiling: Ceiling:
Minera fibre | Hardboard. Concrete. Softboard. Plasterboard.
tile. Plasterboard or | Walls: Plasterboard. Particleboard.
Walls. none. Plasterboard. Walls:. Walls.
Plasterboard. | Floor: Melaminefaced | Plasterboard. Plasterboard.
Floor: Carpet. hardboard. Concrete block. | Floor:
Vinyl. Vinyl. Floor: Hardboard. Vinyl.
Vinyl. Floor: None.
None.
Vinyl.
Fittings Toilets. Toilets. Toilets. Toilets. Toilets.
Hand basins. | Hand basins. Hand basins. Hand basins. Hand basins.
Cloth towe / Cloth towels.
paper towels.
Mechanical To outside. None. To outside. Some none. None.
ventilation Someto
outside.
DEFECTS None. Staining of Vinyl cracked at | Staining of Water stains.
surfaces. joints. surfaces. Chipped
Lesking Water stains. paint.
outlets. Chipped/
Water stains. peeling paint.
Cisterns Poor aesthetics.
suffering UV
degradation.
Mould leve None. None. None. None. None.
CONDITION | Excelent Seriousto poor | Good Moderate to Moderate to
(rating) 5) (-2 4 good (3-4) good (3-4)

Table17: Restrooms

Access for maintenance, the supply of hot water, source of hot water, age of cylinder, plus the
overal condition of the hot water facility, were features that were omitted in the inspection, as
were heating and cooling plant. It is recommended that these are included in any future studies,

for both the restrooms and catering facilities.

Catering facilities

Of the catering facilities for the properties surveyed, the most common linings for the ceiling
were softboard and plasterboard, plasterboard for the walls, and vinyl or carpet for the floors.
The joinery/bench was either formica or stainless steel, and the majority of properties had
electric appliances e.g. jugs, toasters, stove tops. In properties with multiple facilities, the
method of ventilation was not necessarily consistent across them. Common defects included
holes in the linings and the floor, worn joinery edges, rough surfaces, water stains, discoloured
or chipped/pedling paint/paper, and dirtiness. The condition ratings varied from poor to
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excellent, athough the tendency was for ‘moderate to good’ overall. See Table 18 for more

details.
Catering A B C D E
facilities

Last In the past 10-25 years. In the past 5-25+ years. 5-10 years.

refurbished 5years. 5years.

Linings Celling: Celling: Ceiling: Ceiling: Ceiling:
Minera Softboard. Softboard. Softboard. Plasterboard.
fibretile. Walls:. Concrete. Pasterboard. Walls:.
Pasterboard. | Softboard. Walls: Walls. Plasterboard.
Walls. Solid plaster. Plasterboard. | Plasterboard. Floor:
Pasterboard. | Floor: Concrete Concrete block. Vinyl.

Floor: Carpet. block. Hardboard. None.
Vinyl. Floor: Floor:
Vinyl. Timber gtrip.
Concrete. Carpet.
Vinyl.
Joinery/bench | Formica. Formica. Formica. Formica. Formica.
Stainless Stedl. Stainless stedl.

Appliances Electric. None. Electric. Electric. Electric.

Ventilation Someto To outside. Some had Some had none. Someto
another none. Some to outside. outside.
room. Someto And someto another | Some had
Someto another room. none.
outside. room.

DEFECTS Rough Discoloured Worn Damaged Worn joinery
surfaces. paint/paper. formica. wiring/outlet/switches. | edges.

Holesin linings. | Holesin Poor seals at bench Water stains.
Holesinfloor. | linings. top. Discoloured
Unsafe floor Worn Unsafe floor cover. paint.
cover joinery Tap deterioration. Dirty.
Chipped/pedling | edges. Holes in linings.
paint/paper. Cracks Holesin floor.
Dented bench Rough Paint deterioration to
surfaces. surfaces. bare timber.
Worn joinery Dirty. Chipped/pedling
edges. paint/paper.
Cracks. Worn joinery edges.
Water stains. Water stains.
Firerisk. Discoloured
paper/paint.
Rough surfaces.
Dented bench
surfaces.

Mould None None None None None

CONDITION | Excellent Poor Moderateto | Poor to good Moderate to

(rating) 5 2 good (3-4) (2-4) good (3-4)

Table18: Catering facilities

Interior linings
Table 19 shows the interior linings consisted of mainly plasterboard and softboard for the

ceilings, plasterboard and concrete block for the walls, and carpet for the floors. None of the
properties had wall insulation, and where applicable the common surface treatment was
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painting. Only one property had MDF reveas and they were in a poor condition. No mould was
present on the interior linings of any of the properties. Common defects included holes in
linings, impact damage, minor blemishes, water stains, cracks, worn timber edges and unsafe
floor coverings. Each property had a different condition rating for this component ranging from
poor to excellent. Commercial finishes need to be added to the survey forms, plus provision for
suspended ceilings, in future studies.

Interior A B C D E
linings
Linings Ceiling: Ceiling: Ceiling: Ceiling: Ceiling:
Minera tile. | Softboard. Softboard. Softboard. Plasterboard.
Pasterboard. | Walls. Concrete. Plasterboard. Walls:.
Walls:. Softboard. Walls. Fibrous plaster. | Plasterboard.
Pasterboard. | Floor: Plasterboard. | Walls: Concrete.
Floor: (Not recorded | Concrete Plasterboard. Floor:
Carpet. by inspector) | block. Concrete block. | Carpet.
Floor: Hardboard.
Carpet. Floor:
Timber gtrip.
Vinyl.
Carpet.
wall None. None. None. None. None.
insulation
Surface Painted. Painted. Painted. Painted. Painted.
treatment
MDF reveds | None. None. None. None. Swollen/Split.
DEFECTS None. I mpact Impact I mpact Carpet needs
damage. damage. damage. stitching.
Holesin Holesin Discoloured or | Minor
linings. linings. peeling paint/ coating/lining
Holesin Minor paper. blemishes.
floor. coating/lining | Coating/lining | Water stains.
Damaged blemishes. blemishes. Cracks.
wiring/outlet/ Water stains. Areas of dirt
switches. Cracks. accumulation.
Minor Areas of dirt Worn timber
coating/lining accumulation. edges.
blemishes. Worn timber
Water stains. edges.
Cracks. Unsafe floor
Worn timber covering.
edges. Peaking.
Unsafe floor
covering.
Cracking in
wall and
caling lining.
Celling
damage.
Mould None None None None None
CONDITION | Excdlent Poor Good Moderate to Poor to good
(rating) ©) @ 4 good (3-4) (29

Table19: Interior linings
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Internal doors

Table 20 shows that al properties had a combination of hollowcore and timber/part glass
(glazed timber) internal doors. Common defects included minor cracks/wear, and worn
hardware, with an average rating of moderate to good. Provision for smoke and fire protection
and the ‘ condition of’ the doors for such purposes, could be an issue to consider in the future.

Internal A B C D E
doors
Type Hollowcore. | Hollowcore. Hollowcore. Hollowcore. Hollowcore.
Timber/glass. | Timber/glass. Timber/glass. | Timber/glass. | Timber/glass.
DEFECTS None. Impact damage. | Minor cracks | Worn None
Missing or wear. hardware. recorded.
broken Worn
hardware. hardware.
Minor cracks/
wesr.
Worn hardware.
CONDITION | Excdlent Poor Good Moderate to Moderate to
(rating) ©) 2 4) good (3-4) good (3-4)

Table20: Internal doors

Furnishings

Furnishings included blinds, sun filters and curtains. Of the properties that contained furnishings
(A, B, and E), their condition ranged from poor to good, moderate to good, to excellent. The
only defects recorded were fading, tears and rips. These details can be seen in Table 21.

Furnishings A B C D E
Type Blinds. Sun filters. Nil | Nil | Curtains.
Curtains. Blinds.
Blinds.
DEFECTS None. Fading. N/a | N/a | None recorded.
Tears or rips.
CONDITION (rating) Excelent (5) | Poortogood (2-4) | N/a | N/a | Moderate to good (3-4)
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Table 21: Furnishings

General comments (by Inspector)

Property A:
This property had amajor upgrade four years ago. It isin good/excellent condition except where

roof water needs clearing from the rain head and the roof needs painting.

Property B:
This building has seen no significant maintenance for many years. The owner is advertising for

a tenant and mgor upgrading will be carried out thereafter. In the meantime it must be
considered to be in a poor state of repair for a commercia building in a main commercia area.

Property C:
This building isin good condition on the whole, and is well maintained.

Property D:
There is a marked difference between the tenancies of this property. As an overview some are

guite good, others only moderate. This building istypical of construction techniques in the early
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1950's. The high volume of roof space is not utilised. The sub floor ventilation is keeping the
sub floor timber just below danger level for fungus, the use of heart rimu and matai lift the
threshold to some extent over materials now in common usage.

Property E:
This building has had a number of industrialised uses before the transformation to retail. Both

shops are in a good condition aesthetically and convenience wise. The quality of the upper level
tenancy is bordering on poor due to its low ceiling height and lack of ventilation, although there
is a main extraction unit for the area. The presence of water staining also suggests the roof is
leaking (the condition of the roof leaves little doubt). The storage areas are solely ground floor
level, rough and no frills and the doors in the rear wall are poor. It seems that the building is
now at its best before (if or when) the site is re-developed. A new roof will be needed before
then.

24 ResultsSummary

2.4.1 Physical inspection results

The properties floor areas ranged from approximately 760m? to 1000m?, and were no more
than 2 storeys high. Percentage glazing was generaly high for the front of the properties,
low at the rear and very low, or nonexistent on the sidewalls. The mgjority of space was
utilised for display purposes;

Most properties felt dry, al were never shaded (by surrounding landscape or other
buildings), al were sheltered, but three felt leaky. The surrounding area of the properties
surveyed was classified as commercia in a moderate to good externa condition, ranging
from 5 to 25+ years old;

Two of the surveyed properties were rated well maintained, two reasonably maintained, and
one poorly maintained;

The sub floor, foundations, fasteners, joists/bearers, vents (where applicable) and floors of
the properties surveyed were generally in a good to excellent condition;

The plumbing wastes and water reticulation systems were in a moderate to good condition,
with the sewers and stormwater drains generally in a moderate condition. The spouting and
drainpipes were in a poor to good condition. Overall, maintenance access for water
reticulation and drainage systems needs more consideration;

The external areas comprising the car parking, paths, paving, and external steps and ramps
were split between the extremes of excellent and poor. The retaining walls (where present)
reached arating of good to excellent. Moderate attention was given to maintaining the areas
of the property not covered by the building, e.g. back entrances, rubbish and weed control;

The external building materials, such as the cladding, doors and windows, comprised of a
wide range of materials and styles. Similarly, there was a range of condition ratings for
these components, from poor through to excellent. In genera, the condition of the front of
the properties was better than the rear of the properties. The roofs of the properties
surveyed were in a moderate condition overal;

The roof spaces of the properties were gnerally in a good condition, athough poorly
insulated. None of the walls were insul ated;

The number, style and condition of staff facilities such as restrooms and catering facilities
varied widely. Many were generally in a poor to moderate condition. The interior linings,
internal doors and furnishings were mostly in a moderate to good condition; and

There was no interior mould present in any of the properties surveyed.
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2.4.2 Component rating summary

The scale used to assess component condition was shown in Table 2. These ratings have been

averaged for each component and each property, the results for which are shown in Table 22.

Component Prop. A Prop.B Prop. C Prop. D Prop. E Agguﬁge
Foundations 5 4 5 4 3 42
Fasteners N/a N/a N/a 4 N/a -
Joists/bearers N/a N/a N/a 4 N/a -

Hoor 5 4 4 4 2 34

Plumbing 4 3 4 34 4 3.6-3.8

wastes

Water 4 3 4 34 4 3.6-3.8

reticulation

Drains (sewer) | ? 3 4 3 3 3.3

Drains (storm) ? 3 ? 4 3 3.3

Spouting 3 4 ? 4 2 33

&drainpipes

Peths, paving & | 5 2 5 2 4 3.6

car parking

Stepsand ramps | 5 2 N/a N/a N/a 35

Retainingwals | 5 4 N/a N/a N/a 45

Wall cladding 5 3 5 2-4 2-3 34-4

Exterior doors 4 34 3 2-4 2-4 2.8-3.8

Windows 4 3 45 2-4 2-4 3-4

Roof 3 3 3 5 2 3.2

Rafters, purlins, | 4 4 5 4 34 4-4.2

celing joists &

trusses

EXTERIOR 56/65 42-43/75 | 46-47/55 50-58/75 36-42/65 -

CONDITION

EXTERIOR 43 2.8-2.9 42-4.3 3.3-3.9 2.8-3.2 35-37

RATING Good Poor- Good Moderate-Good | M oderate M oder ate
M oder ate

Restrooms 5 1-2 4 34 34 3.2-3.8

Catering 5 2 34 2-4 34 3-3.8

facilities

Interior linings | 5 2 4 34 2-4 3.2-3.8

Interna doors 5 2 4 34 34 3.4-3.8

Furnishings 5 2-4 N/a N/a 34 3.3-4.3

INTERIOR 25/25 9-12/25 15-16/20 11-16/20 14-20/25 -

CONDITION

INTERIOR 5 18-24 384 2.754 2.8-4 3.2-3.9

RATING Excellent | Serious- Moderate- | Poor/Moderate- | Poor/Moderate- | Moder ate-
Poor Good Good Good Good

OVERALL 81/90 51-55/100 | 61-63/75 61-74/95 50-62/90 -

CONDITION

OVERALL 45 2.6-2.8 4-4.2 3.2-39 28-34 34-3.7

RATING Good- Poor Good Moderate-Good | Poor-Moderate | Moderate

Excellent

Table22: Component rating summary
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In section 2.3.1, the inspector rated properties A and C as being well maintained, properties D
and E as being reasonably maintained and property B as being poorly maintained. These
subjective ratings correspond reasonably well with the final component condition ratings for
each respective property, with the exception of property E which fared relatively badly in the
component ratings but received a ‘reasonably maintained’ rating by the inspector.

This corresponds with the findings of the House Condition Survey in that the overall assessment
by the inspector did not necessarily egquate with the resultant component condition ratings. The
comparison is useful though as it indicates the opinion of an experienced assessor based on the
perceived importance of areasin a poor condition over others, i.e. a property with aroof in poor
condition may be rated lower than a property with the furnishings in a poor condition, all other
things considered equal, based on the perception that having a roof in good condition is more
important than the furnishings.

In general, the results show that the interiors (overall) of the commercial properties surveyed
were in a marginally better condition than the exterior. However, due to the averaging process
and the multiplicity of components, the ‘true’ nature of some of the components has perhaps not
been accurately represented in the summary tables. It may be more beneficial for future surveys
to treat each tenancy as a separate building, although problems will still be encountered with the
presence of multiple facilities having differing components and conditions. With careful
planning of the survey the nspector will be able to use the rating system provided with
accuracy, e.g. not rate something 3 to 4; it is either 3 or 4, not both.

Note: As explained earlier, al components are given equal weighting in these calculations and
this should a so be taken into account when comparing results.

Defectssummary

Table 23 lists the problem areas i.e. components with defects, in order of decreasing severity,
combined with the number of times, and at what frequency (across al properties) that defect
had been recorded. The component rating for each building element is listed. For comparative
purposes, the ratings recorded in the House Condition Survey (HCS) for the relevant
components have also been included.

The defect categories on the survey forms for the restrooms, catering facilities, interior linings,
internal  doorghardware and furnishings (i.e. al interior components) did not alow the
frequency to be indicated. In other words, only the presence of a defect could be noted. This list
of defects has been shown or indicated in section 2.3.7.
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DEFECT Shown in order of
decreasing severity

0-10%

10-25%

25-50%

50-100%

Condition
Rating

Rating
HCS

Exterior doors:

Topcoat deterioration

Loose rubbers

Poor hardware

Paint deterioration

Sticking

Missing/inoperative hardware
Guide track damage

=

PR ER RN

P

[EEN

2.83.8

3.7

Roof:

Corrosion of base metal
Buckling

Rust

Moss growth

Dirt and debris build up
Areas of ponding

Chalking of applied finishes
Topcoat deterioration

Nail lifting

Deterioration of fixings
Paint flaking/blisters/or bubbles
Internal gutters leaking
Sagging

Lesks

Holes/cracks/dents

NNNEFEPEFEDN

RN

DN

3.2

3.7

Spouting and drainpipes:
Partially blocked
Uneven fal

Missing supports
Corrosion of metal
Leaks

PR RN

3.3

3.6

Drains (storm):
Blocked or overflowing
Cracks

Corrosion

Nl

3.3

N/a

Drains (sewer):
Missing grates
Lesking gully traps
Cracks
Overgrown
Broken gully traps

PR RPN W

3.3

N/a

Floor:

Floor squeaks
Cracking
Water staining

34

Windows:

Scratched glass

Minor coating failures
Broken/cracked panes
Didodged/missing putty
Stressed joints

Paint deterioration

N R

[EEY

3.0-4.0

3.5
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Glazing moulding in poor
condition

Putty cracks

Lack of cleanliness

Air leakage

Nail rust staining

Metd corrosion
Checking in timber

Joint cracks

NN B

P

NN

Wall cladding:
Topcoat deterioration

Mould

Leaking at joints
Staining

Cracks

Spalling

Paint deterioration
Insecure cladding
Impact damage
Corrosion of reinforcing

PRRPNRPRPNRWON

3.4-4.0

3.7

External steps/ ramps:
Dangerous

3.5

3.7

Paths, paving and car parking:
Uneven surfaces

Pot holes

Car parking line poorly visble
Subsidence

Overgrown

o

e

3.6

[Carports
3.5

Water reticulation:
Inadequate dinging

3.6-3.8

N/a

Plumbing wastes:
Lesking pipes
Inadequate dlinging

wWN

3.6-3.8

N/a

Rafters, purlins, celing joists &
trusses:
Timber decay

4.0-4.2

2.8

Foundations:

Rising damp

Inadequate bracing

Cladding deterioration near ground
Water ponding

Non-structural cracks

e

PN

4.2

3.9

Fasteners:
White rust
Some corrosion

N

3.6

Table 23: Defectssummary

The table shows that the exterior doors, roofs, spouting and drainpipes and external ramps were
in a worse condition for commercial properties than for houses, with the remainder of the
exterior features (where applicable) in a better condition. Larger sample sizes are required

before any further reliable comparisons to be made.

By looking at the defects that occurred in three or more properties, topcoat deterioration of
roofs, missing grates over drains, mould on exterior wall claddings and inadequate
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dinging/support of plumbing wastes were most prevalent. Arguably, a defect that is present for
a particular component at a frequency of 50-100% is more serious than one that occurs between
0-10%. So, by taking the most common defects and looking for a frequency of 50-100%, it can
be seen that missing grates and roof topcoat deterioration are the most common and serious
across the properties surveyed. Being able to identify certain common defects in this way can
provide useful information to building industry professionals to potentially change the Building
Code or Acceptable Solutions to bring about a certain remedy (Alexander, 2002).

Costs

A convenient measure of the condition of a property is the estimated cost of putting it into good
order. As mentioned previoudly, the components were weighted equally when rated, whereas
defects in some components cost a great deal more to fix than others. To accommodate this, the
costs to bring the commercia buildings in poor to moderate condition to anear new condition
(with average quality finishes and facilities) have been caculated as:

Exterior surfaces (walls and roof): $12/sgm of surface area assuming painted surfaces,
otherwise about $5/sqm;

Interior surfaces (walls and ceilings): $7/sqm of surface area; and

Washrooms and kitchens (allows for some fittings replacement): $80/sgm floor area.

This gives a rough approximation of costs across the properties surveyed. Components that had
a4 or 5 rating in the survey were alocated no costs. For ease of calculation, floor to ceiling
clearance was assumed to be 2.6m, and the ceiling area was taken to be the same as the roof
area (i.e. all roofs taken as flat). The results of the calculations are shown in Table 24.

Component A B C D E

Area | Cost Area | Cost Area | Cost | Area Cost Area | Cost
Wall cladding | 131m? | O 1882 | $2,256 | 149m2 | O 1152 | $1,380 | 238m? | $2,856
Roof 381 | $4,572 | 977 | $4,885 | 782m2 | $9,384 | 874m2 | O 465m? | $5,556
Interior walls | 431m2 | O 441m2 | $3,087 | 4512 | O 466m2 | $3,262 | 306 | $2,142
Celings 762m2 | O 977 | $6,839 | 391m? | O 1748m2 | $12,236 | 927m? | $6,489
Kitchens and 3rm2 | 0 115m? | $9,200 | 78m2 | $6,240 | 80nv? $6,400 | 50m? | $4,000
catering
facilities
TOTAL $4,572 $26,267 $15,624 $23,278 $21,043
Total $/total $6/m2 $26/m2 $20/m2 $26/m? $23/m2
floor area m?2

Table 24 Outstanding maintenance costs

From these results, the commercial properties surveyed require an average amount of $18,000 to
bring them to an ‘as new’ condition. By adjusting for tota floor area, the average amount that
would need to be spent is $20/mz.

Bearing in mind that the above cost calculation is not covering al items requiring maintenance,
the result is in contrast to the House Condition Survey which showed that the average house
required approximately $6,900, or about $50/n, to bring to ‘as new’ condition®. While the
figures for the commercial properties are statistically insignificant®, if the average found here
(using the former total) was applied across al 66,960 commercia properties in New Zealand

2 Basedon average house sizes at the time of the Survey of 138n?
3 The sampleis not large enough to draw statistically significant conclusions
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there would be an outstanding maintenance bill of $1.2 billion. If combined with the
maintenance bill for New Zealand houses of $5.5 hillion (Clark et a, 2000), it can be seen that
New Zealand’s built environment* potentially has alarge maintenance problem.

For more accurate comparisons it is recommended in any future surveys a more diverse range of
maintenance items are accounted for, e.g. the price to unblock a drain or clear overgrown
vegetation. These seemingly small items can add up to a very large sum, adding to the cost of
bringing just the mgor components to an as new condition.

Discussion and Conclusions (inspections)

The following discussion points and conclusions have been raised from this section of the study.

Survey design

While the forms were modified from the House Condition Survey to more accurately represent
commercia buildings, a number of issues arose as the ingpections were conducted. As indicated
throughout this study report, some of these include:

Review the method for recording ‘space use, including confirming a common set of
measuring practices to produce consistency;

The componentry selection needs to be more commercially oriented,

Recording of WOF inspections,

Adequacy of access and egress or fire separation, e.g. firewalls, between tenancies,
Determine whether services, especially wastewater, are accessible for maintenance;
Assess internal drainage systems;

Inclusion of air conditioning and other genera ventilation issues to replace the ‘ subjective
air tightness' assessment;

Inclusion of hot water systems;

Issues of placement, layout and passive solar design;

Shop front versus the rest of the building;

More detail required about building fabric, especialy window and wall systems;
Include verandas, internal stairs, liftselevators, accessory buildings, grease traps etc;
Floor coveringsin the foyer / entrance need separate consideration;

Estimate the degree of ‘ movability’ of each tenancy;

Formatting changes, e.g. include graph paper to draw the building dmensions, use of a
table to record percentage glazing, separate forms for each tenancy; and

Identify more clearly certain common defects, in conjunction with inspector training to
obtain consistent results.

This survey has highlighted that commercia properties are highly complex. Building materia
use is not consistent across a whole property, or even across components, and this is difficult to
capture on the survey forms as written. Attention needs to be paid to both the structure and
content of the survey forms for future studies. It is recommended that a small knowledgeable

*tis recognised that the New Zealand's built environment comprises of more than residential and commercia property stock;
adding in figures (if they were available) for the remaining property category codes would increase this figure even more.
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team design and manage the survey, combined with afull briefing session with the inspectors to
get a consistent approach.

Comparisons with the House Condition Survey

The condition of houses in the House Condition Survey ranged from averaged ratings of 3.2-4.5,
with an average condition of 3.6 (of the 465 houses surveyed). The results from this study show
the average condition of the five commercial properties surveyed to be 3.5 with arange of 2.6-
4.5. From this it would appear that the overall condition of New Zealand houses is very dightly
better than for the commercial buildings surveyed. Whether or not this trend would be sustained
with comparable survey sizes is unable to be determined at this stage.

Arguably, a more important aspect than the overal condition is the incidence of defect by
component. Problem areas for houses, defined as component ratings of less than 3 (‘poor’ or
‘serious’ condition), included inadequate subfloor ventilation, inadequate clearance from the
ground level to wall cladding, and hot water cylinders inadequately restrained. Only one
building component was considered a problem area, i.e. with a rating of less than 3, for the
commercia properties surveyed. This was ‘exterior doors which obtained an average rating
that ranged from 2.8-3.8 (so only just crosses the threshold into ‘poor’). Therefore, in terms of
the prevalence of poor building componentry in this study, the commercial properties surveyed
fared better than for houses.

However, as shown in Table 23, the exterior doors, roofs, spouting and drainpipes and external
ramps were in a worse condition for these commercial properties than for houses, with the
remainder of the exterior features in a better condition. Again, due to the incomparable survey
sizes, and the fact that the problem areas for houses were not applicable for the mgority of
commercial properties, no direct comparisons or basic trends can be accurately determined.

The costs of bringing the surveyed commercia properties to an ‘as new’ condition was
averaged at $18,000, with the owners intending to spend $11,200 on average over the next 12
months. In comparison, the House Condition Survey showed the estimated cost of repairs for
‘poor’ and ‘serious defects (not to bring to ‘as new’) was about $4000, with homeowners in the
Survey reportedly only spending about $1500 on these problems. These figures lend weight to
assertions that New Zealand's housing and commercial property stock is not being adequately
maintai ned.

Usefulness of results

The results have described the general nature of the properties surveyed, the type of building
materias used, the type of defects occurring, the overall condition of each component and the
rating for each property surveyed. In terms of usefulness, how do these things help us
understand a building’s impact over its life? How much longer could these buildings last? Are
they being maintained to maximise their physical or financial lives? How can these results be
manipulated to answer these questions?

It could be argued that a physical inspection alone cannot determine these things; a building
assessed as ‘poor’ today may go to ‘live’ longer than a building rated ‘good’. It depends on
other variables such as social and economic factors, some of which are assessed in section 3 of
this report. What these results do confirm is that more thought needs to go into the precise
purpose of such a study and the analytical means required to produce the answers sought. In
other words, what exactly are we trying to find out by assessing the physica condition of
commercial properties using the methodology utilised in this report?

For future studies, the researchers need to decide whether it is maintenance needs, building

component market sizes, energy and water use, building life cycle etc. to ensure that the
appropriate and relevant aspects of a building are assessed. For example, how easy is it to adapt
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a building to an dternate use and hence prolong its time to demolition? A potentid research
topic could be to develop a measure to record this (Page, 2001).

INTERVIEW RESULTS

Survey Forms

General information about each commercia property (e.g. age) and their owners (e.g. length of
ownership) was collected. In addition, information about the motivationa factors and drivers
behind commercia property maintenance, including information about the owners knowledge
about safety features and utility use, were recorded on the forms provided. The results from
these questions, detailed below, provide a starting point for social research into commercia
property management.

Interview Results

The following sections detail the results for each question on the interview survey form for each
of the properties surveyed. As with the physical inspection results, each property has been
labelled from A to E where appropriate. A summary of the results can be found in section 3.3.

General

Questions in this section relate to the age of the properties, owner status, current and prior use,
and owner perception of the property’s condition.

Property | Ageof property Number of yearsas Number of previous
Built (years) owner owners

A - 1966 35 1-4 years One

B - 1960 41 7+ years Two

C-1968 33 7+ years None

D - 1950 51 1-4 years Four

E - 1961 40 7+ years Two

Table25: General property characteristics

As can be seen in Table 25, four out of the five commercia properties surveyed were built in
the 1960’s, giving an average age for the properties of approximately 40 years. While this is
comparable to the House Condition Survey in which the majority of homes surveyed were built
in the 1960s, it does not reflect the commercial property building boom of the late 1980s.

The owners of Properties A and D had owned their properties for 1-4 years, with the owners of
the remaining properties having owned their properties for more than 7 years. In other words
there was a roughly even split of relatively new owners to relatively old owners. Two of the
latter were part of well-established family trusts, hence the extended length of ownership.
Comparatively, the House Condition Survey showed that the majority (60%) of the homes
surveyed had been owned for more than 7 years.

Does the number of previous owners bear any relationship to the life of the commercia

property, building adaptability, maintenance level etc? It would appear from the results of this
pilot study that the number of previous owners is irrelevant to the life cycle of the building. It
would seem that the number of previous tenanttenant turnover is more likely to affect the
length of the building’s life.




Table 26 shows that of al the commercia property categories (Quotable Vaue, 2000), the five
commercial properties surveyed were categorised as either of commercia office type or
retailing use, and had a total of 18 tenancies (ranging from one to six tenancies per owner). For
a large-scale study it would be interesting to include properties from al of the categories to
determine trends between and across types of building use.

Category of use Tenancy number
(Property)

Commercia accommodation such as motels and hotels None

Commercia cinema, theatre and public hall type complexes None

Homes for the elderly None

Liquor outlets including taverns etc None

Commercial motor vehicle sales, service etc None

Commer cial officetype use 7(A,C,D,E)
Commercid parking None

Retailing use 11(A,B,C,D,E)
Service stations, petrol stations etc None

Commercid tourism type attractions None

Table26: Commercial property'scurrent use

Of the commercial properties that had undergone a change of use (see Table 27), the responses
showed that none had undergone a radically different change, like for example, had changed
from a service station into a home for the elderly. The majority of changes stated reflect
relatively minor variations within the office and retailing categories. There is probably only
likely to be amagor change of use with a change of owner (tenant demand is highly unlikely).

Property | Current Use Prior Use Intention to sell
A Retall / office Bank No

B Retall Car showroom / auctionrooms | No

C Retail / office Dentist / restaurant Maybe

D Retail / dentist (Unsure) No

E Retail / storage/ office | Warehouse No

Table27: Building change of use & intention to sell

In terms of owners intending to sell their property in the next 12 months four of the five owners
stated that they would not, with the remaining property owner being unsure. Reasons for not
selling included the fact that the property was part of a family trust, and that the return on
investment was favourable.

Property | Acquired condition Current condition Assessed condition
(owner perception) (owner perception) (inspector)

A Very poor Excdlent Good/Excellent

B Average Good Poor

C Excdlent Good Good

D Average Good Moderate/Good

E Good Average Poor/Moderate

Table 28: Assessment of condition (owner versusinspector)

Table 28 shows that four out of the five owners thought their property was in an average
condition or above when purchased. This corresponds with the House Condition Survey in that
most people thought their house was in an average, good, or excellent condition when first
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acquired. Only one commercial property owner thought their property was in a poor condition
when bought.

The responses adso show that since purchase, the condition of the commercia properties has
perceived to have improved. The House Condition Survey showed similar results in that the
percentage of homeowners perceiving their property as having risen from ‘average’ to ‘good’
had increased, but this was not necessarily in line with the inspection results. However, from the
commercia property condition ratings (section 2.4.2) it can be seen that the owners perceptions
of their property’s current condition is quite close to the assessed condition.

M aintenance

All of the property owners stated that the responsibility for maintenance decisions lay with
them, not any external management agency. All owners stated that they had undertaken some
maintenance on their commercial property in the last 12 months. This contrasts with the House
Condition Survey in which only approximately half of the respondents had undertaken
maintenance over the same time period. The table below shows the type of maintenance
undertaken (painting, repairing, replacing or remodelling) and the number of properties it was
carried out on.

Component Paint Repair Replacements | Remodelling
Roof 2

External walls 2

Windows 1
Guittering/downpipes 2 2
Externa doors 1

Drains 2
Paths, paving, car parking, fencing 1
Interior walls, floors or ceilings 2 1
Restrooms 1 1
Appliances/plant 2

Table29: Maintenance undertaken in last 12 months

As can be seen in Table 29, maintenance work was carried out on the roof, external walls,
windows, guttering and downpipes, external doors, drains, car parking, interior walls,
restrooms, appliances and plant. Clearly, the mgjority of work was done on the exterior features
(13) compared to the interior features (7). From this it comes as no surprise that the owners
stated that they are predominately responsible for the exterior of the property; the tenants are
generdly responsible for the interior. But as indicated by some of the individua component
ratings (section 2.4.2), it would appear that while the tenants may be responsible of the
maintenance of the interior they have little responsibility or incentive to improve the condition it
isin.

The main type of maintenance carried out was ‘repairs followed by ‘painting’ and
‘replacements’. No remodelling was undertaken. All of the maintenance work was carried out
by paid tradespeople and the average amount spent per building was $5,100 (ranging from $500
to $13,000).

The reasons given by the owners for the maintenance included:

- To upgrade appearance at tenants request;
- Leaks

- Damage;

- Failed equipment;

- Pooling of water;
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- Dangerous (wobbly toilet / cracked floor); and
- Pitted asphalt.

In comparison, the results from the House Condition Survey showed that when maintenance was
undertaken the common areas included the roof, walls, windows, bathrooms and bedrooms. The
main type of maintenance was painting, followed by replacement then repairs. The maintenance
work was evenly split between DIY and paid tradespeople, and most homeowners spent
between $1-650 and over $2,600 (in other words spent only a little bit, or a lot — nothing in
between).

In terms of deferred maintenance, the interview results revealed that two of the five respondents
had deferred maintenance on ther commercial property in the last 12 months (Properties C and
D). Theitems for which maintenance was deferred and the reasons for deferral included:

Replacing the cladding under veranda. Deferred for 6 months. Waiting for a particular
builder to do it when he can schedule it in; and

Remove and replace tiles, painting and plastering to do. Deferred for 1 year. Not percelved
ascritical at thistime.
Just under half of the respondents from the House Condition Survey stated that they had
deferred maintenance on their homes; the main reason for deferral was expense.

All owners stated that they intended to do some maintenance over the next 12 months. The
intended maintenance and the reasons for the maintenance (in brackets) included the following:

Replace cladding under veranda (to upgrade the exterior). Check downpipes (leaking).
Paint roof (time to repaint);

Replace roof flashing (leaking);

Major frontage upgrade (to modernise). Possible instalment of air-conditioning unit, goods
lift, and subject to tenancy, remove the mezzanine floor and put in a suspended ceiling (due
to tenant demand);

Sedal car parking at rear of building (adding value to the property — charge for parking
space); and

Improve mezzanine and veranda area. Exterior painting (tenant demand).

Once again, these responses show that the magjority of the intended work over the next
12 months is to the exterior of the commercia property in line with earlier responses of owner
versus tenant responsibilities. The average intended expenditure was $11,200 and ranged from
$3,000 to $30,000. In comparison, the majority of homeowners in the House Condition Survey
stated that their intended expenditure in the next 12 months would be between $1 and $650.
This could be interpreted in two ways — it may mean that commercia property componentry is
generally more expensive than domestic materials, or because of the greater surface/floor areas
involved, or a combination of the two.

Other building issues

The questions asked in this section of the survey included details about security, fire safety,
genera safety features, and the cost and amount of utilities.

Where known, the most common security feature was a burglar alarm followed by security
lights (to al entry points), safety catches on the windows, and other measures (see Table 30).
The property owners stated that the presence or absence (as well the maintenance thereof) of
any security features was the responsibility of the tenant; hence the lack of knowledge if a
particular feature was even present from some owners. This was despite the fact that to install
any feature required permission from the owner first. The high proportion of louvre windows
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(easy to remove and thus largely insecure) within the properties surveyed, combined with a
relatively low use of security features, would tend to indicate a poor level of security for most
tenancies. A recommendation for future studies would be to get the inspector to verify the

presence of the stated security features.

Security features

Number of respondents

Burglar darm

Security lights to all entry points

Security lights to most entry points

Safety catches on all vulnerable windows

Uses a security firm service

Swipe card/pin pad access

Other (e.q. bars across windows)

NIFRIFR[IN[(FIN|W

Table30: Security features

In comparison, the House Condition Survey showed a high use of at least some special measures
to increase security, in particular, burglar alarms and security lights to most doors. This shows
an increasing trend towards concern with both persona and property protection by homeowners

(Clark et a, 2000).

Where known, the most common fire safety features were fire extinguishers, hose reels, and fire
alarms (see Table 31). The lack of smoke alarms, sprinkler systems, and fire escapes in the
properties surveyed gives some cause for concern. Some owners stated that the maintenance of
these features is the responsibility of the tenants, so they didn't know if any naintenance
records were kept. However, these features are part of the building WOF and should be known.
It is recommended that a check of WOF certificates be included in future studies.

Fire safety features

Number of respondents

Smoke darms 1
Fire extinguishers 3
Hose reels 3
Fire blankets

Automatic sprinkler system

Automatic fire doors

Smoke control doors 2
Automatic or manua fire darms 3
Fire Service riser mains

Exit Sgns 1
Fire escapes 1
Other

Table31: Firesafety features

Once more, there was a low level of owner knowledge about the genera safety features of the
commercial properties surveyed. What was present is shown in Table 32. The owners stated that
the presence and maintenance of these features were the responsibility of the tenant.

General safety features

Number of respondents

First aid kits 1
Emergency showers

Emergency phone/ communication systems 2
Emergency lighting systems

Safety barriers 1
Other

Table 32: General safety features
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From the above points it is clear that future studies need to assess not only security, fire safety
and general safety features more closely, but aso check the building WOF for additional
features, such as access for people with disabilities, backflow preventers, escaators, lifts,
mechanical ventilation and signs, etc (as required by Section 44 of the NZ Building Act 1991).
It would be interesting to relate the condition of the property with the accuracy and currency of
the building’'s WOF. It is also noted, however, that not al buildings have WOF requirements
and so any future surveys should separate those buildings needing a compliance schedule and
those that do not.

All of the properties surveyed used electricity as their energy source. Only one owner knew how
much eectricity was used and a what cost (Property A). The owners who did not know the
answer to this question stated that this information was available only from the tenants, as it was
their cost. There is therefore no direct incentive for the ownersto install energy saving measures
in their properties.

None of the owners knew how much (i.e. quantity of) water was used per year for their
property. Four respondents stated that water is free for them at present (although covered to
some extent as part of their general rates). One respondent (Property A) did state a cost for
water use as $945 per year. Thislack of knowledge is understandable as only some commercial
properties in Tauranga are metered for water, depending on their location. According to the
local council, all properties will be metered over time (Tauranga District Council, 2001). There
is no incentive for owners or tenants with unmetered properties to practice water conservation.

Tenancy arrangements

As indicated in the sample profile, the five commercial properties surveyed had a total of 18
tenancies. Sixteen of these were tenanted at the time of the survey. Only Property A was
occupied by its owner. As a result, the owner of Property A was able to answer the questions
relating to energy and water use (as indicated above), and this property was in the best condition
both overall and for the majority of building componentry. This would indicate that tenants have
little control over the condition of the properties they rent, and raises a whole range of questions
about the relationship between owner or tenant occupancy and building condition.

Despite this, all of the owners surveyed said that their tenants did have maintenance
responsibilities. While the tenants were not surveyed in this pilot study, it would appear that
while the owners think it is the responsibility of the tenant to keep the interior of the properties
in good condition (see below), the tenants have no incentive to do this of their own volition.

According to the owners, the tenant’ s responsibilities are:

To repaint interior at conclusion of tenancy;

To take care of internal maintenance;

To undertake any retrofits;

To pay for utility use;

To provide and maintain any safety features,

To replace carpets and other interior furnishings where necessary; and

To care for the security, fire safety and general safety features of the building.

Clearly it would be interesting to gain tenants views of these responsibilities in future work.

Comparisons with home maintenance

All of the commercia property owners surveyed also owned their own homes. Four of the five
(Properties A, C, D and E) dtated that they didn't maintain their homes any differently from
their commercia properties. The reasons given included:



Money restraints restrict maintenance on both their home and commercia property. But the
owner would probably first spend money on the commercial property to keep the tenants

happy; and

Both the home and commercia property are maintained on the same ‘ad hoc’ basis.
However, the owner was more concerned with external painting of the commercia property
and more concerned with the gardens at home.

Owner of Property B stated that their house was maintained differently for the following reason:

The commercia property is perceived to be more urgent than their domestic property, and
undertakes maintenance on demand. Also, less maintenance is undertaken at home asiit is
aready in a good condition.

3.3 Results Summary (interviews)

The average age of the properties surveyed was 40 years,

In terms of the respondents, there were a mix of relatively recent owners (1-4 years) and
owners who have owned the property for more than 7 years, with the number of previous
owners varying between none and four. Three of the properties surveyed had changed use
within the lifetime of the building. These changes were relatively minor, i.e. changed from
office to retail or vice versa;

Of the 18 tenancies surveyed within the five properties, the commercia property categories
were spilt between retail (7) and office (11) use. Of these tenancies, two were owner-
occupied;

Four of the owners surveyed had no intention to sell their property in the next 12 months;

When the properties were first acquired, their overal condition rating was perceived as
‘average’ . Presently, the overall condition was perceived by the respondents to have
improved to a‘good’ rating;

All respondents stated that any major maintenance decisions were the responsibility of the
owners (not the tenants);

All had undertaken maintenance in the last 12 months, with maintenance to the exterior
features of the property predominating. Paid tradespeople were employed to undertake this
maintenance, and the average amount spent was $5,100;

Two avners stated that they had deferred maintenance in the last 12 months. Reasons
included lack of availability of a particular tradesperson, and a perception that the
maintenance required was not critical;

All respondents stated that they have maintenance scheduled for the next 12 months. The
majority of this work is to be carried out on the exterior features of the property with the
intended expenditure averaging $11,200;

For security, fire safety and genera safety features, there was a genera lack of know ledge
about what features were present in the property and whether or not maintenance records
were kept. The owners generally felt that these features were the responsibility of the
tenant;

Similarly for the energy and water usage, only one owner (sole owner-occupier) knew how
much water and energy was used and the cost of these utilities. Knowledge of and payment
for energy and water use is the responsibility of the tenant;

All owners stated that the tenants have minor maintenance responsibilities in regard to the
interior of the property and for other internal items (i.e. safety and utilities) related to the
running of their business; and
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All respondents also owned their own homes. Only one owner stated that they maintained
their home any differently from their commercia property. In this case, the commercia
property was given precedence over their home as the maintenance was perceived to be
more urgent.

Discussion & Conclusions (interviews)

The following discussion points and conclusions have been raised for this section of the study.

Nature of occupancy and maintenancedrivers

Commercia property management is much more complex than for houses. Throughout the
course of this survey it has become clear that little is known about the proportion of owner-
occupiers to tenants that exist within the commercial property market. In addition to the
differences between these two groups, many perturbations probably exist within tenanted
properties alone, as tenancy lease agreements are highly variable.

As aresult, for future studies it would be useful to further explore the drivers for maintenance of
owner-occupied properties and how they differ from tenanted properties. For example:

Is maintenance more likely to be undertaken to comply with legal issues in one group over
the other?

Are there aesthetic concerns, e.g. image, flexibility and adaptability of space, and do they
differ according to tenure?

Are owner-occupied properties in a worse condition overall compared with tenanted
properties (or vice versa)?

Are tenanted properties more likely to be concerned about energy usage?

How do lease arrangements impact upon maintenance responsibilities overall?

Another issue is the amount of money the owners said they were prepared to pay for future
maintenance. How this would vary with a larger sample size, differing commercia property
category, regional variations etc, would be of interest for future work. Also of interest could be
a comparison of how much they would be willing to spend on their homes versus their
commercia property in the next 12 months, and the reasons for that. This may better indicate
where owner’ s maintenance priorities lie and why.

Usefulness of results

An interesting point to note is that there is a general lack of knowledge by the owners about
security and safety features required of commercia buildings and the maintenance thereof.
There was also a lack of owner knowledge about the energy and water use of their property.
These issues raise concerns about building safety in general and identify gaps in the knowledge
of commercia property utility use, as well as highlighting management priorities.

Also of interest isthat al property owners stated their intention to undertake maintenance in the
next 12 months, but it is not clear from the results whether the use of maintenance contractorsis
ad hoc or scheduled, or whether the use of other service people is pro-active or reactive. In
addition, it was not clear what impact the dynamics between owners and tenants had in this
process.

In total, the results have been useful because they have highlighted (amongst other things) that

little is really known about the intricacies of management of small commercia properties, and
that maintenance decisions appear to be largely dependent on tenure or lease arrangements and
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the distribution of ‘power’ between owners and tenants in terms of decision making processes.
For future studies it would be interesting to gain the tenants views on maintenance. This would
be particularly useful to compare owners versus tenants perception of condition and the
maintenance carried out (Bennett, 2001).

CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this pilot study was to ascertain preliminary thoughts and ideas about
commercia property condition and maintenance in New Zeadland in comparison to domestic
dwellings, and to see whether a full-scale project is warranted for the future. While it is
acknowledged that this is difficult to determine with a sample size of five, the primary
conclusions of this report are as follows.

Commercial properties are complex building systems, with multiple componentry and other
differences due to the nature of the tenancy or use of the building. Future studies need to
carefully assess the content and structure of the survey forms to capture this complexity in a
useful manner.

The condition of the commercia properties assessed in this survey ranged from poor to
excellent. It is difficult to determine accurate trends as to the overall state of New Zealand's
commercia property stock or whether it is a better or worse condition than New Zealand's
domestic property stock. While houses appear to be in amarginaly better condition overall,
the incidence of serious and poor components in houses is higher.

For the commercial properties surveyed, the building component in the worst condition was
exterior doors, with the most common building component defects being topcoat
deterioration of roofs and missing drain grates.

The relationship between the actua condition of the property and the maintenance
undertaken, in terms of the accuracy and currency of the building’s WOF, are two potential
correlations that are worthy of investigation in future studies.

Commercia property is a significant investment to the economy. The cost to raise the
condition of the properties surveyed to ‘as new’ was averaged at $18,000 (per property). If
extrapolated to New Zeadland's entire commercia property stock, there is an outstanding
maintenance bill of $1.2 billion. Although the small sample size attaches a high degree of
uncertainty to these values, combined with the maintenance bill for New Zealand's
domestic stock, the cost to the economy is around $6.7 billion. This result raises some
concerns not only for the short-term future of these buildings, but also in terms of their
suitability as long-term investments.

The survey has revealed how little is known about inter-relationships in the commercia
property sector, and how this impacts on the maintenance and hence lifetime of commercial
buildings. The relationship between tenants and owners, i.e. the nature of tenancy
arrangements, the number of commercia properties that are owner-occupied versus those
that are tenanted, plus the differences in building condition in relation to these parameters
needs to be further explored.

The research strategy, based on the methodology of the House Condition Survey, has met
the objectives of this report. It has raised the understanding of commercial property

management in New Zealand (even if it raises more questions), it has developed a strategy
for assessment, has recommended changes for the future and determined that it does have
potential as a future research topic. Thisis not only desirable but essential as the study has
demonstrated the absence of factual research datain thisfield.



RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that this pilot study be extended to a full-scale study.
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7 APPENDICES



7.1 Appendix 1: Physical inspection survey form
BRANZ © 2001

Property 1D: ......ccoouee UR 0328

Survayor.

Data: Start tirme: Finish tirma:

SECTION A: GEMERAL

draw plan of property
indicote overall dimeansions

indicate percentage glozing to each elevation
indicate location of tenanted spaces
indicate number of storays

Photos faken:
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Property ID; .......coccuene LRD326

Mo Arec (opprox)

Reception Areas

Waiting Rooms
Oiffices/Partifioned Spaces
Caterng Foclities, e.g. tearcom/kitchenette/bar
Restrooms

Resource Rooms | Spaces
Storage Arecs

Masting Rocms

Workshops

Cisptay Areas (of merchondise)
Ohiraars

Feak very damp, smells musty
Faek sightly domp
Feeb dry

Propaty alwoys in shode

Property in shade throughout wirter

Fraperty Ioses sun in: kate afternaeon | early moming (delete one)
Proparty never shaded

Clrcle the wind exposure class of the commarcial property:
Wind Exposure Classes

Centre of lange city Indugirial urbarn Lew buidings Faw obstructiong
ar i vallay o fog of hilf

v Faate o= e

Sheltared Medium shelterad Medium exposad Exposed

airtight
overage
lecaky
draugnty
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Property ID: ..o URD326

Prediarminant land use in area residential

nen residential e.g. hotels, haspitals, educational
factones and industrial

commercial

rural

External condition of propertias in areq sefious external condition
poar external condition
moderate extemnal condition
pood external condificn
excelent external condition

Pregominont property age in area le=z2 thaan 5 years
between b and 15 years
between 15 and 25 years

greater than 25 years

LD (LTI R

Wall maintained
Reasonably maintained
Poary rraimtcirad
Under construction

SECTION B: SUBFLOOR AND FLOOR

Mo subfioor
Mo access to subfioor

Ground covering
plastic
oirar

s coverea [

Floor insulation
none
foil
other

T —

Sub floor moistura

readings on 2 jolsts (5m apart)
2 raadings from floor (5m apart)




Property 1D: ..o URO326

DCcrmam slab perimeter insulation Ground clearance
unclefslab insulation)

= e Insulation Min. clearance to clocding: mirm
| [Continuaus concrete perimeter walls
| |Comer concrete perimeter walls Mir. clearance fo baarers: M
| [Concrete pie
| _|Concrate block

Brick
[ |treated timber piles
| |Untreated fimker piles
L |Jock stud
Unprotected ground? yas f no

Clogd detericrating near ground?  yas / no

Defects tick appropriale defect boxes, indicate frequency of each defect
o o ® oW
s 8 g8 c2g B
Frequency = © & g Frequency = = & g
subsidence rmissing rmortar
water panding undear proparty risingg domg
non vertical piles dprm missigg
rnssing pile(s) insufficient footing cepth
unsale excavation Inodequate bracing
firnter decay missing/rotten boseboards
fwe tooth borer exteror plaster spalling
COMMcn borer missing/insecure fies fo bearers
structural crocks rail plates/ffosteners defomed
rnon sfructurol cracks poor fixing
deep spalling or hobes rringr Diermisnes
oroken blocks other
Overall condition rating - Foundations (circle) _ _
Serious Poor | Moderate | Good [ Excellent |

Mo, 8 Wire & Staples
Wire dogs

Saly nail plates
Salv bolts

Zaby strip

Mon galy rod

Mone

Cther

9 ) |

Defects

10E
10-25%
25-50%
50 - 100 %

0%
I0-25%
- 560
F[I 100

0

Frequency Frequency
bose mat, =50% comoded thry SCITIE COMoSon
failure of coating incomect fixing of fastenears
white nist other

Overall condifion ra - Fasteners (circle)
Serlous | ;om | Moderate [ Good I Excellent

0




Proparty ID: .......ccvv.ee URO326

Traated madiata Motive
Untrected radicta Cithiar
Defecls fick appropriate defect boves, indicate frequency of each defect
R R ® ¥ ¥ #
c§ 8B c 588
Frequency = = # Frequency = = & g
timber decoy struchaal cracks
two toothed borer minor crocksfchecking
COmmon borer insulafion decaying
insufficient joists/earears ather
Overall condifion rafing - Joists / Bearers (circle) =
[ Serious | Poor | Moderate | Good | Excellent |

Dﬂn subfloor ventilation
Type
I:Iﬂasabwrﬁs DCc:rnm;s 20 mm ventiation gop
Concrate Number of venis:
Prassed matal Clear area of a typical vant:
Wire Floor area of proparty:
Orther
Spacin Vegetation
vents are not on all sides vegetafion s blocking all vents
varifs are not withen 0.75m of camer vegetation is blocking some vents
vants are greates than 1.Bm spocing no vegetation is blocking vents

TG
Particle board
Concrete
Crher
Defecis fick appropriate defect boxes, indicate frequency of each defect
w # o F & ¥ ® ¥
o988 = 8 7 8
Frequency = £ % = Frequency = 2 4 3
fimber dacay roles
twio toothed borer minor gops bet. partbd dheets
COMMman Dorer surfoce detericration
cupped boards cracking
fioor squesaks slippery surface
Overall condition mﬁnE-FR:IOI (circla) N N
[ Serious | Poor | Moderate | Good | Excellent |




Property D ...cocovinies UROD326

SECTION C: WASTEWATER

copper kead
e galvanised pipea
Defacts tick approgriate defect boxes, indicate frequency of each defect
® R F # g ¥
ZRgs Sags8
Frequency o 2 & < Frequency = = & 5
SOME Comasion Incdequate dinging
disconnected pipes rust
leaking pipes impoct damage
Overall condition rating - Plumbing and Water Reticulation (circle) _
| Serlous | Poor Moderate [ Good | Excellent
coppes galvanised steel
polybutyienea o
Defects tick appropriate defect boxes, indicate frequency of each defect
oo ® § ¥
a8 £8g8
Frequency = 2 % = Frequency = 2 4 =
SO COmosion incdequate slinging
disconnected pipes rust
leaking pipes Impact damage

pve concrate

ecrthenwans cast iron
Defecls tick approgpriate defact boxes

broken gully frops leaking gully trops

Droken drain heaking drain

milssing grotes other

Overall condition rating - Drains (sewer) (circle)
[ Seious | Poor | Moderate [ Good I Excellent

pve concrate
enrthenware cast iron
Defects tick appropriote gefect boxes, ingicate frequency of each defect
& # 2 & o ® oW #
c® g B cnz8
Frequency = = & g Frequency = = % =
crocks in drain broken plpes
blocked or cverflowlng drains other
Overall condition rating - Drains (stormwater) (circle)
[ Serous | Poor I Moderate | Good | Excellent |




Property ID.............

UR0326

PWiC

Saly Stest

Copper
Oither

Defacts tick aporopriate defect boxes, indicate frequency of each defect

* *
838 £% g8
Frequency = = 4 = Frequency = = 5
rmissing spouting/ downpipeas comasion of metal
uneven fall poncing
missing supports L=Te e
ErLckling other
Ovamﬂcundmonmﬂng Spoufing and downpipes (circie)
[ Serious | | Moderate [ Good | —_Excellent ]

SECTION D: EXTERIOR

paths Surloce| |osphalt / tarseal { concrate ( dirt ¢ grass / gravel  Circle
paving concrete | clay Cirgle
cor parking asphalt | tarseal f concrete [ dirt { grass [/ gravel  Circle
Defects tck appropricte defect boves, mu;hcu.'re frequency of each defect
w ® H o o *
o8 g E = 8 88
Frequency = 2 4 g Frequency = = & 2
uneven surfoces kerbing domage
pot holes fraa root bulging
car porking ine poorty visible missing povars
Crocks ather
subsidence
Overall condifion ral'ir.gg Faths, pa and car (circle) _
| Serous | | Moderate Good | Excellent |

MC
steps
TS

Surfoce and structure  fimber Handrail tirnber
concrete rmietal
frieteal
Defects fick appropriafe defect boxas
missing treads unsafe surfoce
rotting timber unsafe structure
LiMever rsars braken handrail
dornoged surfaces oer
Overall condifion m Steps and Ramps _(circle)
[ Serious | | Moderate I Excellent ]
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Proparty 1D ..ccvienminess URD326

More Titr up slak
Timizar intesiocking Caoncrete block
Embedoded poles and stretchers Mettural stone
Crrtvan rallway Iron and stretchers Stocked manufactured stong
Iy sifu concrate Concrete interdocking
Defects tick appropriote defect bores, indicate frequency of eoch defect
w ® R ¥ R & ® #F
s 8 g8 s 588
Frequency = 2 £ o Frequency = = & g
Crocks i wall reinforcing soalling
leaning pocr drginage
bulging ather
Overall condition rafing - Re walls (circla)
[ Sarious | Poor Moderale | Good | Excellent |

DI"IC' planting
Defects tick appropriate defect boxes, indicote frequency of each defect
T o BB R
=@qg8 =838
Frequency = = = g Frequency & £ i &
vegetation affecting property OVErgrown
damage fo planting othar
nuttish
Overall condition rating - Planting (circle)
Serous Poor | Moderate | Good [ Excelient |

Efences (timber | brick / metal [ othen circle

gates (imbear / metal [ othed) circle Murmnibear
Defects tick appropriate defect boxes. indicate requency of each defect
® e *® ® oW F
2888 5888
gates difficult to operate fence domoge
gole damoge other

Overall condition rafing - Fences / Gates (circie)
| Serious | Poor | Moderate | Good I Excellent




Property 10 ..o

URQ326

SECTION E: EXTERNAL CLADDINGS / DOORS / WINDOWS

Painfed Pointed
Weod - in all forms I ron - steel / comugated long run ]
Brick - solid / cavity | veneer Ll / decramastic tiles il
Cancrete - reinforced block | precast dab Alurninsum =
stone = Glass =
Roughcast, Including stucco || Tiles - concrate [ clay [ sate =
Fibrofte - asbestos / durack sidings | perite || Mixture of materials i
halthoid || Other
Plastic | ] T
Defec tick appropriate defect boves, Indicate frequency of eoch defect
tEbE LE5E
Frequency © 2 & = Frequency = = & g
rmissing clodding corasion of reinforcing
dislodged boords drurnimy reinfarcing
broken blocks/sheats corosion of matal componants
rmissing bricks loose fibres
rmissing plostes paint detesonation
rrissing maortar top coat detedaration
efflorescence rmiouldy/fungl growth
Insecure cladding plant growth
cracks lecking at joints
decay Two toothed borer
groffifi cormmeon borer
spalling staining
Impact domoga sattiarmant
Overall condition rating - Wall Cladding (circle)
Serlious Poor | Moderate | Good [ Excallent |
List wall mounted fems: Condition rafing (serous, poor, moderate, good, excellent):
Mumber of: i
Solid timber panted
TimberfPart giass anodised
French powder-coated
Siding aluminium polyeurathana/stain
Alurminiuem I
Cormposite ot
Defects tick appropeiate defect boxes, Indicate frequancy of each defect
2 ¥ F "EE . # # g
e g g8 288 <
Frequency = = & & Frequency = = 4 =
misgEng/finoperative hardwarea L el
poor hardwarne shicking aoor
paint detedoration missing glass
top coat deterioration cracked [ broken gloss
iImpoct damage [ holes guide frack damoge
Overall condition rating - Exterior Doors _(circie) ) )
| Serious [ Poor | Modarate | Good | Excellent |




Proparty ID: ...ccccicenns

URD326

%

p—

Tirnkar

Anadised alumirdurn
Powder coated aiurminiunm
Shoinbass stoa

PVC

Crhar

Percentage of themmally broken windows?

Whot percentoge are double glozed windows?

Which directions do the double glozed windows face?

(ie. N, NE, E, SE, 5, 3W, W, NW)

Defecls fick oppropriate defect boxes, indicate frequency of eoch defect
L
2858
Frequency = = & g
cacay
leaking flashing
no flashings
significant pitting
broken hinges
broken/crocked pares

Overall condition rating - Windows (circle)

gl mouldings in poor cond
l0se rubber

rmissing rubioer

lock of cleanliness

cir keakoge around window
gloss comosion/scratching

DUy cracks

diskodiged fmissng puthy

rmetol comasion

il nust stoening

stressed jolnts

joint cracks

point deteroration 1o bore timber
rmincr coating fanodising faiiures
cirain holes plugged up
checking In fimber

fogoing on insulating ghass unit
siainirg of glass

othar

Sarigus l

Poor

Moderate |

Excellent |




Property 1D ................ URO326

Inspect 2 sides of roof whene possibe from lodder

Profiled Metal tile Painted| ] Roof Type
Galvanised Steel zakie

Coll Cooted Steeal Hig
Concrete Tie Dutch Sable
Choy Tiles Fleat

Profiled translucent sheaest hotcariscarg
Asbestos cement Lenar ta
Mermbarane Crifar

(Slass

Timioer - of forrms

798 )

N 4

Defecls fick appropriote defect boxes, indicate frequency of each defect

P
3 I B

Frequency = = % @

10-25%

rrissing swaets/tiles
cracked/disocgad tiles
corrosion of base rmetal
holes/crocks/dents/bucking
rust in irternal guitters
Intarnal gutters leaking

chip coat missing

nail kfting

lecaks

rietal flashing darmage
chalking of applied finishes
disiodged pointing
cheterioration of fixings
missing/locss fidngs
Insufficient fixings

fop coat deteroration

paint flaking, blisters or bubbias
micss growth

dirt and debiris bulld up
araas of ponding

surfoce staining/discolouration
sogging

other

L i D

O

Overall condition rafing - Roof (circie)
Poor |

| Serious | Moderate | Good | Excellent |

List roof mounted items: Condifion rating (serious, poor, moderate, good, excellent):
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Proparty 1D .........coo.e. URD326

SECTION F: ROOF SPACE

[:IN-:I access lo rool space Ceiling Insulation
% covel E3
|:__|Sklbn recf (parcentage) Filbrenggicass
Macercted paper
Truss Rocwool
Rt Soaking Other (State)
Cailing Sarking None
Thickness fick
Roof Slo 50 rmm
0-15 cegraes 7E
16- 30 degress 100
= 30 degrees 150
Wiri Roof space moisture
Tough Plestic Sheathn reading from one celling joist
Tough Rubber Shaoth
Vulcansed indion Rubber

Trected radiata

Uritrected rodiata

Miatiee

hietol

CHresr

Defects tick appropriafe defect boxes, indicafe frequency of eoch defect
o R 2 s B B F
o @ 38 o 48 B
Frequency = 2 4 z Frequency < 2 4 g

timber decay e tooth borer

Insufficient joists COMmiMmon Dorer

irsuflicient purlins OIS

mincr spdtting otiter

Condition rating - Raffers, Purlins and Ceiling Joists (circle)
[ Serious | Poor | Moderate | Good |  Excellent |

none

intermal header tank

extemal header tank

Defects fick oppropniate detect boxes

hacder fank urrastrainad no underioy

o frony underiay detenaration

lescking enposed roofing

e i hozerds in tank

insufficient ties to concreta tikes other

Condition rafing (serious. poor, moderate, good, excelient) !
Header 1ank
Roofing ties
Unclarleyy
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Property ID: ................ URO326

SECTION &: INTERIOR FEATURES

Number of restrooms Male Femala Unisax
Number with disabled access Malae Fernale Unisex
When were the restrooms last refurbished: In trve last § years

between 5 - 10 years ago
between 10 - 25 vears ago
mare than 25 years

Main Secondary
g T
o 8 o 8
FE 5 L E
Linings g8 359
Plastarooard
Hardboord
Saftooard
Farticleboaord
Seratone/Riotane
Hordigloze
Canpeat
Cararmic tiles
Concrate block
Wiryl
Mo
Fittings Main Secondary Mechanical ventilation
Tollets Main Secondary
Shower nane
Hand basins 1o outside
Soap dispensers 1o roof space
Hand dryers to ancthar room
Faper foweals
Cloth towel
Defects tick oppraoriate defect boxes
crocked/chipped enamel broken seaffs or clstemn
rotten shower linings leaking cutiets
staining of sufaces fwo tooth borer
shower tray pitted commaon borer
decay wiater stains
chipped/pesing paint/paper reveqls/sills crocked
Main Secondary
Mould level axtensively blockenad areas, damaged linings
enctensive mould

large patches of mould
vary litte mould visible

rc rmauid
Overall condilion rafing - Restrooms (circle)
Main Serious Poor Moderate Good Excellent
Secondd Serious Poor Moderate Good Excallant




Property ID: ...

URO3Z6

When were thesa facilities last refurbished;
In the lost 5 yeors
batwean 5 - 10 yaomns ogoe
betwean 10- 25 yeors ogo
more than 25 years

Linings Main
Plasterboand
Hordboord
Softboard
Porticleboord
Timnioar strip
Formica
Wil
Caramic tiles
Carpet
Concrete block
Cork fies
MNOMnE
Crthar

Joinery/Bench
Bainlass Stesl
Formico
Timber
Other

Appliances
Blectic
o
Codl/Wood

Ventilation
MNone
vanfing to cutside
vanting to roof spoce
venting to anather room

haoles in linings
nokas in fioor
unsafa floor Sover

dentad banch surfacas
poar seak at bench top
WM joinery edges
damaged apphances

- ailing

Wiols

Floor Conrar

EEEE

paint detedoration to bare timber
chipped/pesling of paint/paper
damoged wirrg/outlet/switches

tick appropniofe defect boxas

I eiling
Wil
IFloor cover

| |cracks
||t bl up in rangehaod fans

i

decay

wiater stains

discolourad paintfpaper
leaking cutiets

faps deteroration

[ |fires sk

rough surfaces



Propery ID: ..cccccncnnn

URO3z26

Mould level
Main

axtansively blockened areas, domaged linings

Secondary
extensively Dlockened arecs, domoged linings

extensive mouid extansive mould

longe potches of mould large potches of moukd

wary itthe oLl visibie very e mould viible

rio mould N mould
Overall condition ﬂng Dal'adng Facilities (circle) _ .
Main Moderate Good Excellant
Secondary hrluul Poor Medarate Good Excellent

o
o 8
8 £ 5
Linings 3= ._,B_ Wall Insulation
Fiasterboond Filores loxs
Haordooard Mocerated Poper
Particleboond RocWeool
Firewus plaster Fodl
Saftboard M
Tirnkses strip
Farmica
Wirnyi
Coaromic tles
Corpet
Cork tilkes
Concrate blook
Other
Surface reatment MDF Reveals yes / no
Pairted/Stained Condition rafing:
Fopearad
Polyaurathicne
Mo
Defects flck oppropriate defect Boxes
|_{Impact damage § holas in linings wionr timber edges
| [impact domoge / holes in floor ursafe floor coverng
|__|domoged wiing/outlet/switches reveeals/sills crackad
| |dscolourad /pealing paint/poper minor cracking in wal and celling lining
| |minor caating / lining blemishes rail popping
| |water shoirs peaking
| |bored in sills/mouldings cailing file domage
| |cracks other
|__Jareas of ditt accumulation
Mouid level antensivedy blockenad areas. domoged linings

axtensive mould

large paiches of mould
wery itthe mould visible

nc moudld

Ovamn‘ condifion Interior (= frr::e}
| mﬁng Lh'nﬁn




Property ID: ................ URD326

Hollowcore Tirmber & glass D‘u’enis
Solic firmoer Metal
Defecls fick appropriate defect boxes
impoct damage fholes eleli—
missing/broken hardware wom harchware
minor cracks/wear broken § cracked glass
domaoged vants
Overall condifion rating - Internal doors / Hardware (circle)
l Serlous | Poor | Moderate | Good | Excellent |
bilircis curtalns
sunfilters other
Defects tick appropriate defect boxes
clirtiness mould growth
stains difficult operation
fading tears or nps
fabric deteraration ather
Overall condifion rating - Furnishi, {circle) =
[ Sarious [ Poor Moderate | Good | Excellent |

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS



7.2 Appendix 2: Interview survey form

BRANZ ©2001

Propenty |Dx........... URoazs
Surveyor:

Dale: Start time: Fimslsih firme;
SECTION A: INTRODUCTION

1. In what year was the property built?
2. How lang have you been the owner and manager of this property?
1 less than one year
2 1-4 years
3 57 yoars
4 maore than 7 years
3. How many previous owners have there bean?
4. What is the property's current use/s?

5. Has it had any other uses prior o s current one?
{ Yas (please stata)

2 No
3 Don't know
&. Do you intend to sell this property within the next twelve manths?
1 Yes Why?
2 No Why?
3 Unsure

7. When you first bought this property, how would describe its overall condition, bath Inside and out?
{ Excallent - mo immediate repair and mamtenance needed
2 Good - minor maintenance needed
J Average - some repair and maintenance needad
4 Poor - immediate repair and maintenance needed, or
5 Veary poor - Extensive and iImmediaie repair and maintenance needed

B. How would describe the current condition of your property?
1 Excallent - no iImmediate repair and maintenance needed
2 Good - minor maintenance needad
3 Average - some repair and maintenance noeded
4 Poor - immediate repair and maimtenance neaded, or
5 Veary poor - Extensive and immediale repair and mainienance needed

SECTION B: MAINTENANCE

8. Who is responsible for making decisions in regard to the maintenance of this property?

10. During the last 12 months, has any mainlenance, e.g., painting, repairs, replacements, or remodelling
been carried out to any parts of your property 7

1 Yas

2 No Go to question 14

11. To which parts of the property was this carried out?

Starting with the extamal parts Type of maintenance Reason for maintenance
FAool

Extamal walls

Windows

Guttering / downpipes

External doors

Foundations

Drains

Astaining walls

Slaps / Ramps

Paths, paving, carparking, fencing
Other (specity)

e =Ta ™0 a0 o
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And the internal parts? Type of maintenance Reason for maintenance
Inkerior walls, fipors or ceilings

Restrooms

Catering faciities

Inbgrior doors

Fufnishings
Appliances / plant

Safety aquipment

@ v @gwiea g -

Otbwar (specify)

12. Who did the maintenance on your property as mentioned above?
T Yourself
2 Other staff members
3 Pald tradespeople
4 Other paid peopie {speciy)
5 Other unpaid paople (specity)

13, How much did you spend on this malntenance {is this including or excluding GST)7?

14. Did you decide to delay or defer any maintenance in the last 12 months?
1 Yes
2 Mo Go to gquestion 16

15, For what items have you delayed or defered maintenance?
How long for? Reason?

16. Do you plan for fulure maintenance, L.e, have a maintenance schedule?
1 Yes
2 No

17. Do you Intend 1 carry oul any maintenance in the next 12 months?

T Yes
Iterm Type of Maintenance Reason

2 Mo
Why?

Go to question 19

18. How much do you intend to spend on this maintenance {i.e., in the next 12 months)?
(including or excluding GST?)




16. Do you keep continuous records of pasi mainienance (Le., on a year by year basis)?

1 Yes
2 No

SECTION C: GENERAL BUILDING ISSUES

20, What security features does the commerclal proparty have?

1 Burglar alanm

2 Sacurity lights to all entry paints
3 Security lights to most entry points

4 Salaty caiches on all vulnerable windows
5 Uses a security finm seqvice
& Swipe card ( pin pad access
7 Othae  (please specity)

Are malntenance records kept for these features? (circle)
s [ No
‘fes /[ No
s [ No
Yes [ Mo
Yes/ No
es / No
Yes [ Mo

21. What fire salety features does the commercial property have?

1 Smoke alarma

2 Firg extinguishers

3 Hosa raals

4 Fire blankets

& mulomatic sprinkler system
& Awlomatic fire doors

¥ Smoke control doors

B Automatic or mamual lire alarms
2 Fire Service riser mains

10 Exil signs

11 Fire escapes

12 Other (please specity)

Are maintenance records kepi for these leatures? (circle)
Y ! Mo
Yes /Mo
Yas / No
os Mo
Yes f No
‘fes / No
Y f Mo
Wea J Mo
Wes i N
Yas i/ Mo
Yasg i/ Mo
Yas | Mo

22. What general safety features does the building have?

Are maintenance records kept for these features? (circle)

{ First aid kits es [ No
2 Emergency showers Yes /Mo
3 Emargency phong / communication systems Yot/ No
4 Emargency lighting sysiems Yas ./ Mo
5 Salety bamiers Yarg ! No
& Other (pleass spacily] Yae | Mo
23, What kind of energy does the commercial property use?
And, if avallable, how much s used at whal cost per annum?
Amount used (KWhiyr) Cost (8/yr) (Inc.GST?
! Blectric
2 Maing gas
3 Portable gas
4 Solid fusd
5 Liquid hud
6 Geothermal
7 Other  [please specity)
24, Whera does the water the commercial property uses come from?
And , if available, how much is used and at what cost per annum?
Amount used (m3fyr) Cost (8/yr) (Inc.GST?

1 Mains

2 Bore

3 Tank

4 Othar (ploase specily)



SECTION D: TENANCY ARRANGEMENTS
25. Is the commercial property tenanted?
1 Yes
2 No (go to Section E)

26. How many tenants do you currently have?

27. Does the tenant have any property maintanance responsibilites?
1 Yas

2 No {go 1o question 29)

28. What are the tenant's maintenance responsibilites?

SECTION E: COMPARISONS WITH HOME MAINTENAMCE
29. Do you own your own homa?

1 Yes

2 No FINISH

30. Do you maintain your house differently to your commercial property?
1 Yas
2 No

If yes, in what way and why?
it no, why not?

FIMNISH
THANK YOu



7.3 Appendix 3: Photos of defects

The following photos illustrate some of defects found in the properties surveyed. For a full list
of defects, refer to .. in the main body of this report.

B

Figure 1 Figure 3

Figures1, 2 and 3: Coating/lining
blemishes

Moisture ingress has caused rusting of the
steel work and formation of efflorescence

behind the interior paint work.

Figure 2
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Figure 4: Water Stains

Water |leakage has caused damage to
the column paint carpet.

Figure 4

Figure5: Water Stains

This photo shows the extent of
carpet damage caused by the leak

as shown in Figure 4.

Figure 5
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Figure 6

Figures 6 and 7: Fixing deterioration

This property had inadequate subfloor ventilation. The subfloor
timbers were wet causing deterioration in the fixings.

Figure7



Figure 8: |nadequate closure and
missing grates
The grease trap lid was not seded

and was emitting odour. Also, there
was no protective grate over the fully

trap.

Figure 8

Figure 9: Corrosion of metal

This down pipe shows significant
corrasion.

Figure 9



Figure 10

Figure 11

Figures10 and 11: Missing drain

Stormwater discharge to car parking
area; although there is a channd,
there is no water outfall.




Figure 12

Figure 12: Missing cladding

Penetrations through claddings
must be sealed off.

Figure 13: Leaks

Drains need to be
maintained to
avoid water
discharge adjacent
to foundations.




Figure 14

Figure 15

Figur e 14: Rubbish accumulation

A common maintenance problem is
rubbish and vegetation accumulation
in drainage aress.

Figure 15: Internal
qutter overflow

Although this rain head
has an overflow it must be
ingpected  regularly  to
ensure there ae no
obstructions.  This ran
head overflows on a
regular basis, as indicated
by the water staining.

NB: It could be due to
inadequate design.
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Figure 16

Figure 17

Figure 16: Corrosion
and mould growth

Intermittent spouting
overflow causes
deterioration in timber,

fixings and paint.

Figure 17: Safety risk

This transformer room is
below ground level and

iséat risk of flooding.

Figure 18: Insecure
cabling

Exterior services need
durable fixings and

regular inspection.




T

Figure 19

Figures 19 and 20: Uneven
l- surfaces

These photos show
neglected surfacesin parking
areas.

Figure 20
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Figure 21: Damaged
exterior cladding

Damaged door
flashing.

Figure 21

Figure 22:
Damaged exterior

Damaged cover
boards have exposed
the ends of cladding
to storm water
penetration.

Figure 22

Figure 23: Cladding
deterioration

Early signs of membrane
deterioration.

Figure 23
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Figures24, 25 and 26: Mould

Lichen and moss developing on
external surfaces. It needsto be
removed periodicaly to
minimise the risk of damage to
the host material.

Figure 24

Figure 25

Figure 26
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Figure 27: Window damage

Pedling paint, corroding
flashings and corroding louvres.

Figure 27

Figures28 and 29: |nadequate
subfloor ventilation

Figure 28 These photos show an attempt to
provide subfloor ventilation by an
unacceptable and ineffective
method of ducting.

Figure 29
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