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The Waikato Building Consent Group (WBCG), representing a cluster of eight councils across the 
Waikato region, welcomes the opportunity to provide comment on the Building and Construction 
(Small Stand-alone Dwellings) Amendment Bill. While we support initiatives to improve housing 
accessibility and efficiency, we must highlight a number of regionally informed concerns based on 
our operational experience as Building Consent Authorities (BCAs). 
 
Regulatory Oversight and Risk 
We oppose the removal of the building consent requirement for small stand-alone dwellings. The 
Bill assumes current licensing and liability mechanisms are sufficient to ensure code-compliant, 
safe, and durable buildings. In our experience, this assumption is not supported by current 
performance data.  
 
Failure rates during inspections sit between 35–45%, demonstrating that regulatory oversight 
remains essential for safeguarding building quality and public safety.  
 
Inspections are currently being booked and carried out based on the belief of those on site that 
the building is ready. However, the high rate of inspection failures indicates that the mechanisms 
or criteria being used to assess readiness are not effective. The risk of poor-quality construction 
will increase without regular inspections, and reliance solely on Licensed Building Practitioners 
(LBPs) and other authorised professionals – many of whom already struggle with code compliance 
and documentation – is insufficient. 
 
Natural Hazards and Site Constraints 
In the Waikato region, geotechnical challenges and infrastructure pressures require careful 
management. We support the proposed mandatory Project Information Memorandum (PIM) as a 
valuable tool to help councils identify natural hazards, network service locations, and 
development contributions.  
 
The Bill should require that the recommendations within a PIM are followed. 
 
Sites with high-risk characteristics such as steep slopes, high wind zones, poor ground conditions, 
or flood-prone areas should not qualify for exemption unless design work is certified by a 
Chartered Professional Engineer (CPEng). This safeguard is essential to ensure buildings are 
structurally sound and safe for occupants. 
 
Without mandatory assessments and enforceable site-specific recommendations, there is a real 
risk of homes being built in unsuitable locations or on unstable ground. This poses serious 
structural, safety, and financial risks, not only for individual homeowners but also for councils and 
communities managing the long-term consequences. Requiring adherence to expert advice and 
excluding high-risk sites from exemptions are critical steps toward resilient development and 
responsible regulation. 
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Development Contributions and Completion of Work 
We strongly support the provision enabling councils to charge development contributions for new 
dwellings. These homes will rely on council infrastructure, and it is both reasonable and necessary 
to recover the associated costs to avoid shifting the financial burden onto existing ratepayers. 
However, the Bill currently permits these dwellings to remain incomplete for extended periods 
without consequence. This creates a loophole that could allow owners to delay completion in 
order to avoid paying development contributions and submitting the necessary compliance 
documentation. 
 
Without a clear enforcement mechanism, there is no guarantee these dwellings will ever be 
formally completed or properly recorded. To address this, the legislation should require that 
small stand-alone dwellings cannot be occupied until all required documentation is submitted and 
development contributions are paid. 
 
At present, the responsibility for submitting compliance records falls on the building owner. We 
recommend this obligation be shifted to Licensed Building Practitioners (LBPs), who are already 
regulated under a disciplinary framework. Assigning LBPs responsibility for submitting records of 
work and final plans directly to councils within a specified timeframe would strengthen 
enforcement and help ensure higher compliance rates. 
 
Combination of Exemptions, Enforcement and Resourcing 
Removing the requirement for a building consent does not remove the obligation to comply with 
building standards. However, the Bill fails to provide councils with the necessary tools or resources 
to manage the likely increase in compliance issues, complaints, and post-construction disputes—
costs that may ultimately fall on ratepayers.  
 
Without adequate guidance there is a significant risk that small stand-alone dwellings will be 
combined with other Schedule 1 exemptions, such as carports or decks. 
 
This could result in overdevelopment, misuse of exemptions, and increased enforcement 
challenges. The Bill should include clear legislative guidance on the use of multiple exemptions and 
how these will be monitored and enforced. 
 
Additionally, key terms such as ‘simple design’, ‘net floor area’, and the distance requirement of 
‘at least 2 metres away’ are undefined. These ambiguities create the potential for inconsistent 
interpretation and application across the sector.  
 
The Bill should be amended to include precise, measurable definitions to support clarity and 
consistency. 
 
Insurance, Lending, and Resale Risks 
The removal of the building consent requirement means that homeowners will no longer receive 
a Code Compliance Certificate (CCC), which is a critical document for validating that a structure 
has been built to the required standards.  
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Without a CCC, homeowners may face significant challenges in securing finance or insurance, as 
lenders and insurers often rely on this certification to assess risk and determine eligibility. This 
may lead to higher premiums, limited lending options, or outright denial of services.  
 
Properties without CCCs may be viewed as less desirable in the real estate market, complicating 
future resale or reducing property value. These downstream impacts have not been adequately 
addressed in the Bill and pose serious long-term implications for property owners and 
communities. Councils are already seeing these issues arise with existing Schedule 1 exemptions, 
and expanding the scope of exempted work without considering the flow-on effects will only 
exacerbate these challenges. 
 
Disproportionate Risk to Vulnerable Communities 
The proposed exemption introduces a heightened level of risk for vulnerable and marginalised 
communities. While the policy aims to improve housing affordability and supply, in practice it may 
result in a new tier of housing that is inadequately protected by the regulatory system and lacks 
long-term resilience.  
 
These communities often have fewer resources to rectify construction defects, pursue legal action, 
or rebuild following failures. Without the safeguard of a building consent process, these groups 
are more likely to occupy housing that is poorly constructed, inappropriately sited, or built by less 
reputable operators taking advantage of the regulatory loophole.  
 
The broader social costs—such as impacts on health, education, and housing stability—will be 
borne by the individuals affected as well as by the wider public health and social systems.  
 
Without robust safeguards, the Bill may unintentionally create a class of homes—and 
homeowners—outside the protections of the current building system. We urge the Committee 
to fully consider the long-term, intergenerational consequences for vulnerable groups. 
 
In conclusion  
The Waikato Building Consent Group supports the Government’s intent to improve housing 
accessibility and reduce barriers to development. However, the proposed removal of building 
consent requirements for small stand-alone dwellings introduces significant and avoidable risks 
to building quality, public safety, infrastructure resilience, and long-term social outcomes.  
 
These structures—while limited in size—are still houses. They will be lived in by individuals and 
families, and as such must be held to an appropriate standard. 
 
In our view, the time and cost of obtaining a building consent are outweighed by the downstream 
risks and issues that will arise under the proposed exemptions—including: 

• increased compliance failures,  
• disputes,  
• enforcement burdens,  
• financial risks to homeowners,  
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• and diminished housing quality for vulnerable communities.  

 
We urge the Committee to reconsider the approach set out in this Bill and explore 
improvements within the existing framework that retain necessary safeguards while supporting 
housing delivery.  
 
Thoughtful reform should balance the need for efficiency with the enduring importance of 
quality, safety, and fairness in our built environment. 


