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IN THE MATTER The Resource Management Act 
1991 (“the Act”) 
 
AND 
 
IN THE MATTER of two applications for a land use 
consent under section 88 by IPG CORPORATION LTD 
to WELLINGTON CITY COUNCIL pertaining to 114 
Adelaide Road, Mt Cook 

 
 
 
 
 

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF Ignatius Black  
 
 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Ignatius Black. I am a Principal and Director at Silvester Clark. 

Qualifications and experience 

1.2 I have a Bachelor of Civil Engineering from the University of Auckland.  I am a Certified Engineer 

(CPEng 259219). 

1.3 I have well over 24 years of experience as a structural engineer. 

1.4 My experience includes preparing the following:  

• Seismic strengthening of the two-storey brick Backbencher building, Molesworth Street. 

• Seismic strengthening of the four-storey brick Bond Store building, 8-10 Egmont Street.  

 

Involvement in project 

1.5 I was engaged by the applicant (IPG Corporation Ltd) to prepare a Seismic Capacity and 

Strengthening Review report for the development which was included in the application for 

demolition.  

1.6 I was also engaged by the applicant (IPG Corporation Ltd) to prepare a construction methodology 

confirmation and existing building condition letter for the development which was included in the 

application for the new building.  

 

1.7 I have now been engaged to provide expert Structural Engineer evidence in this hearing before 

commissioners. 
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1.8 In preparing my evidence I have: 

• Read the submissions. 

• Read the officers reports and the appendices.  

 

Code of Conduct 

1.9 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses contained in the 2014 

Environment Court Practice Note and whilst this is a Council hearing, I agree to comply with it. I 

confirm I have considered all the material facts that I am aware of that might alter or detract from 

the opinions I express. In particular, unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of 

expertise and I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract 

from the opinions I express. 

Scope of Evidence 

1.10 In this case, we are considering two separate applications made to Wellington City Council.  

1.11 The first application was made to WCC for the complete demolition of the building and is known 

as SR 464277. 

1.12 The second is an application for partial demolition and construction of a new building. This is 

known as SR 490717. 

1.13 My evidence relates to both SR 464277 and SR 490717. 

1.14 My evidence is structured as follows: 

(a) A summary of my original report 

(b) Comments on the submissions 

(c) My conclusions. 

2. THE SITE 

2.1 The site is known as 114 Adelaide Road, Mt Cook. The site has been well described in the evidence 

of others and I will not repeat. I note that Mr Leary for the applicant and the officer in their S42A 

Report have provided detailed site descriptions which I accept.  

2.2 I would note that the timber structure that provides lateral support to the existing URM façade is 

in considerable disrepair. 

2.3 We have not completed a Detailed Seismic Assessment (DSA).  However, based on the age and 

condition of this building, the type of construction and our experience assessing similar URM 

buildings, we are of the opinion that the existing building is earthquake prone.  We consider that 
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a DSA would indicate that this building achieves less than 20%NBS due to the weight of the URM 

façade and the inadequate capacity of the timber framed structure behind that provides lateral 

load resistance. 

3. THE PROPOSAL  

3.1 This is the consideration of two applications in one process. 

3.2 The total demolition of the building; or 

3.3 The partial demolition of the building and construction of a new building on the site.   

4. Strengthening Requirements 

4.1 As the existing building is earthquake prone there is a legal requirement to either strengthen or 

demolish this building.  

4.2 To increase the seismic capacity of this building to greater than 34%NBS the following is required:  

➢ Diaphragm strengthened at roof and 1st floor levels, 

➢ New Lateral Load Resisting Structure (LLRS), 

➢ In-plane strengthening of URM walls, 

➢ Foundation works to provide anchorage to new LLRS. 

4.3 Details of what the above works could involve are described in our Seismic Capacity and 

Strengthening Review report.   

4.4 Once a concept strengthening option has been selected a detailed design would be required. 

4.5 We recommend that any strengthening target 100%NBS to minimise the risk to life safety.  This 

would also “future proof” in case of future code regulatory changes.   

4.6 There will be a construction cost difference between just greater than 34%NBS and 100%NBS but 

this difference in cost will not be a linear relationship.  i.e. the cost to strengthen to 34%NBS will 

not be 34% of the cost to strengthen to 100%NBS. 

4.7 The structural works that are required to seismically strengthen this building are considerable and 

will involve significant demolition, temporary support structure and reinstatement works. In 

particular, significant demolition and reinstatement of timber structure will be required.  

4.8 The URM facades are the heaviest part of the existing structure and are the main reason any 

seismic strengthening works are complicated and involved.  
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4.9 We consider that it would be easier and safer for construction, and more cost effective, to 

completely remove the existing timber structure and rebuild new than it would be to attempt to 

retain and work around the existing. 

4.10 While we have not prepared a scheme for a new building behind the existing façade we are of the 

opinion that the structure for a new building will be suitable to provide lateral support to the URM 

façade.  We consider that this would be a good method to retain the existing heritage façade while 

offsetting the seismic strengthening construction cost by adding value to the site.   

5. Submissions 

5.1 None of the submissions have raised any issues with the engineering matters.  Therefore, we make 

no comments on the submissions.     

6. Comments on Officers S42A Report 

6.1 I note that in the heritage report, the heritage advisor has requested the following changes be 

adopted to the proposed building. 

a. Reduce the overall height of the building to closer to the 18m height limit, or if this cannot be achieved, 
step the fifth & sixth floors back similar to that of the seventh.  

b. Increase the 3m setback of the tower from the façade or (subject to a heritage significance assessment), 
retain the historic fabric at ground and first floor levels to a minimum depth of one room of the original 
building.  

c. Reconstruct the parapet in its entirely. 
d. Align the vertical and horizontal divisions and fenestration patterns of the tower, with that of the original 

hotel building.  
e. Mitigate the impact of a blank concrete wall along the southern façade (facing south down Adelaide Road). 
 

6.2 In respect to these recommendations I make the following comments. 

Increasing the 3m setback of the tower from the URM façade will make connecting and restraining 

the façade back to the new tower structure more challenging. Ideally, from a structural 

perspective, it is desirable to have the tower structure as close as possible to the façade to enable 

a strong and stiff connection.  If the tower structure is set back further from the URM façade this 

will mean that the structural system that connects the façade to the tower will need to have larger 

members and be more complex.  

Retaining the historic fabric at ground and first floor levels to a minimum depth of one room of the 

original building will be very challenging for two reasons.  Firstly, much of the existing timber fabric 

is in very poor disrepair and will need to be replaced.  Secondly, to provide seismic restraint to the 

URM façade a significant structure will be required in the plane of the floors and roof.  This 

structure will clash with the existing “fabric”.    
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7. Conclusion 

7.1 The timber frame structure that currently laterally restrains the brick façade is in very poor 

conduction.  To provide code compliant lateral support to the façade a significant new structure 

will be required.  To enable the construction of this new structure significant and involved 

temporary works will required.  These works will require the demolition of the existing timber 

structure to both install a new structure and to carry out the works. 

7.2 Based on my experience I consider these works involved and complicated with many construction 

challenges. I note that the applicant has had a QS report which estimates this work has a cost of 

approximately $6.5 million. While I am not a QS, based on projects I have recently been involved 

in this estimate does not surprise me.  I would also note that construction costs are increasing very 

rapidly.  It would not be surprising if the construction has significantly increased in a year’s time.  

 

 

 

Ignatius Black  

11th November 2021 


