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Toitu Te Whenua

Land Information New Zealand

Registrar General of Land / Surveyor-General / Head of Property Rights
Attention: Robbie Muir, Anselm Haanen and Christina Sophocleous-Jones

Email: engagement@linz.govt.nz

RE: REQUEST FOR FEEDBACK - TOITU TE WHENUA LINZ SURVEY AND TITLE COMPLIANCE STRATEGY

1. The Law Association (previously known as the Auckland District Law Society or ADLS) is a
national lawyers membership organisation with multiple committees including the Property
Law Committee (“the Committee”) where approximately 15 experienced lawyers meet
monthly to discuss various issues in relation to property law.

2. The Committee has been asked to provide feedback on the above matter but has
experienced some time constraints with many committee members being unavailable at this
busy time of year. Also, the strategy was quite abstract and difficult to ascertain what it
would mean in practice, and there was therefore some consequent difficulty providing
helpful comments. In any case, we have reviewed the following documents under urgency
and now provide our response as set out in blue in Schedule A attached herewith to the
following:

a. LINZ Survey and Title Compliance Strategy request for feedback copy here.
b. 2023 Draft Survey and Title Compliance Strategy copy here; and
c. Statement of Strategic Intentions for the years 2023 to 2027 copy here.

3. Please let us know if you require any further feedback or clarification — email details below.

Co-Convenor, The Law Association Property Law Committee
Member, The Law Association Property Disputes Committee

E: tina@qgcl.co.nz



https://www.linz.govt.nz/sites/default/files/consult/LINZ%20Survey%20and%20Title%20Compliance%20Strategy%20Request%20for%20Feedback.pdf
https://www.linz.govt.nz/sites/default/files/consult/2023%20Draft%20Survey%20and%20Title%20Compliance%20Strategy.pdf
https://www.linz.govt.nz/sites/default/files/corp/Toitu%CC%84%20Te%20Whenua%20Strategic%20Intentions%202023-27.pdf
mailto:tina@qcl.co.nz
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1.

Focus on identifying
where customer have
made errors

“Schedule A”

\ To

We emphasise helping our
customers get it right the first
time

Comments

We agreed this is a good approach in
conceptual terms. We believe it is
important to have technical LINZ staff
available to review e-dealings in advance
before submitting and to help
practitioners get it right before
submitting them and would be interested
to see any proposals to enhance this
support. We suggest that this take place
when the e-dealing (particularly for
complex dealings) is pre-validated by the
customer. To further assist users
perhaps from the loading of an
instrument or where the template for say
a fee simple subdivision is loaded that
there is a facility/link to where the most
recent guidelines are made available to
the customer for them to consider. Also,
customer services is of increased
importance for users and Fridays are
often the busiest time for conveyancers.
Therefore, having LINZ helpdesk being
unavailable between 12pm to 1pm on
Fridays can make things difficult for users
and we wonder whether resource could
be put in place to avoid this
unavailability.

2.

Legacy systems and
processes not always
user-friendly or intuitive

We extend our collaborative and
customer-centric approach to
service design

We have had numerous feedback from
practitioners struggling with the new
platform. For example, there has been
feedback that the new platform has
issues as 1) it only has basic functions of
DM, PDM (only recently added), T and M.
This means users will still need to access
legacy for workspaces involving any
other instruments often after first trying
the same on the new platform (which
decreases productivity). It has also
meant workspaces including any other
instruments cannot be accessed on the
new platform. 2) the automated feature
of “locking” workspaces unless users
intentionally close and sign out has been
difficult. 3) both legacy and the new
platforms have had numerous technical
difficulties this year resulting in users
having to call LINZ multiple times this
year to address the difficulties in signing




in, signing and certifying, and the need to
re-install certificates and Citrix.

In our view the strategy should address
how the new service design will
overcome the current technical
difficulties and what proposals and plans
LINZ has in this regard.

Extensive use of manual
verification processes for
non-automated
transaction

We design our business rules to
support automation and the use
of digital validation tools to speed
up the approval and registration
process

The change to automated registration for
certain commonly used caveats has been
welcomed. There appears to have been
general improvement in minor manual
dealings. However apart from survey and
titles, there are no guidance provided on
estimated processing times for instance
for caveat registrations. Users are
unaware of what, who and how digital
validation tools are being used to speed
up the process.

Furthermore, the processing times for
survey and titles (which change and
increase around certain busy periods) is
still often a significant wait and the flow
on effects for such delays are material
and widespread — often impacting on
prospective purchasers’ ability to retain
previously locked in funding. There is
never an indicative timeframe provided
for fast-track or urgency even once
granted, and it would be good if an
indicative timeframe could be provided
for these. Also, if there could be more
transparency and a systematic approach
to the eligibility to urgency, that would
help users.

Our processes do not
incentivise first time
compliance

We design our process to
incentivise first-time compliance

We are unsure what incentives there are
for first-time compliance (apart from
requisition fees and timing) and seek
clarification to this.

Our risk tolerance is
inflexible and does not
always recognise the
professional
responsibilities of lawyers
and surveyors

We adjust our approach to risk
based on the nature of the
transaction, likelihood and
consequence of error, and
compliance history of the
customer

Again, we are unsure what adjustment (if
any) there have been in practice. You
may be referring to the definition of
“high risk transactions” and providing
more discretion to practitioners, but we
are otherwise unsure what changes have
been made. Professional responsibility
should not be considered in isolation,
and we believe that commercial aspects
should be considered.

Limited use of data to
understand risk and
target compliance

We use business intelligence to
understand risks, target
intervention, and inform service

We would recommend shorter, succinct
user manuals for each type of instrument
or topic to support especially junior users




activities and design that supports first-time
opportunities for compliance
improvement

in first-time compliance. Long manuals
that cover everything can be
overwhelming and difficult to use.

Has the regulatory compliance strategy overlooked any crucial
elements?

There has been limited information on
the new platforms or any practical
guidelines on this in the draft strategy.
We believe on-going training and
guidance should be made available to
customers for no cost or alternatively at
cost. ltis also difficult to understand the
practical implications to users from the
draft strategy so providing real practical
guidance within the draft strategy would
be helpful.

A commonly debated point is how long a
user must hold an A&l form for audits
and compliance, and whether they need
to hold the originals. The Law Society
guidelines are to hold originals for 7
years. The Electronic Transactions Act
2002 says a scanned copy of an original
document is deemed to be an original so
practitioners can arguably destroy
original A&I forms if the original has been
scanned into their system. However, this
remains a live debate for many lawyers
with each firm doing their own, and clear
guidance on how to comply with this
point would be helpful.

Are there specific area — including any compliance risks or
opportunities to improve compliance — that should be prioritized
within the strategy?

A section on common pre-validation
failures and errors would assist
compliance. Pre-validation reports can
often be confusing for users because
some failures in complex dealings are
genuine, and others are automatic
failures/warnings that users are told to
ignore as they will be overlooked when
LINZ staff attend to the dealing manually.
Compliance will be better achieved if the
LINZ system could be amended so there
are no pre-validation errors for failures
that can be ignored, or there is a clear
way to classify the two, for instance by
way of a manual that says users could
overlook certain common pre-validation
errors that would likely be fixed when
manual processing occurs; preferably
there should be a “one stop” system.

Are there any challenges or pain points which should be taken into
account when we consider activities to progress the strategy?

We believe many users will be looking at
answers to the progress of the new
platform and the steps towards




compliance in the new platform and
features.




