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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF ROBERT DAVID JURY 
 

1. My full name is Robert David Jury.   

 

2. I am currently a Technical Director in the discipline of structural engineering in the 

Wellington office of Beca Carter Hollings and Ferner Ltd (Beca).  I have Bachelor of 

Engineering (Hons) and Master of Engineering degrees conferred at the University of 

Canterbury in 1977 and 1978 respectively.  I hold CPEng in the practise areas of 

structural and civil engineering.  I am a Fellow of the Institution of Professional Engineers 

New Zealand and a Fellow of the National Society for Earthquake Engineering (NZSEE). 

 

3. I have over thirty years’ experience in the field of structural engineering consultancy, 

specialising in the assessment and design of structures and in particular the 

performance of structures in earthquakes.  I have received several excellence awards for 

projects that I have been involved with including; the Auckland SkyTower, the Thorndon 

Overbridge Seismic Retrofit project and the Istanbul residential buildings seismic retrofit 

project.  I have authored or co-authored over forty technical papers on various subjects 

relating to structural engineering.  I was a member of the Standards’ committee that 

developed the current New Zealand Loadings Standard (including the earthquake 

loading Standard), NZS1170, and also its predecessor, NZS4203.  I was convenor for 

the NZSEE study group that prepared the Society’s publication entitled “Assessment and 

Improvement of the Structural Performance of Buildings in Earthquakes”, June 2006.  I 

am currently a member of the Engineering Advisory Group that is providing technical 

advice to the Department of Building and Housing in response to the Christchurch 

earthquakes. 

 

4. Attachment ‘A’ is a copy of my Curriculum Vitae. 
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EVIDENCE 

5. My evidence will address, on behalf of the Expert Panel appointed by the Department of 

Building and Housing, the process, findings and recommendations in the Expert Panel 

report “Structural Performance of Christchurch CBD Buildings in the 22 February 2011 

aftershock”, in relation to the CTV Building, a copy of which is already publicly available 

and I do not attach it here.  

6. I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses and agree to comply with it. 

 

The Expert Panel 

7. I was a member of the Expert Panel appointed by the Department of Building and 

Housing.  The Department initiated four technical investigations into four buildings that 

collapsed or suffered significant damage during the February 2011 earthquake, CTV 

being one of those buildings.  

8. It appointed a single Expert Panel to provide guidance on methodologies being used by 

the technical investigations, to review and approve the technical reports and to report on 

their implications.  I attach, marked B, the Terms of Reference for my engagement in this 

role.   

9. The Panel produced a single report covering the four buildings.  I attach, marked C, that 

part of the Panel’s report relating to the CTV Building.  

10. While there was variance among the Panel members on matters of detail (which I 

address below) the Panel agreed on, in relation to the CTV Building: 

a. Factors that contributed, or may have contributed, to the building’s failure; 

b. Key vulnerabilities in the building design; and 

c. Potential collapse scenarios. 
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Panel’s Oversight of Technical Report 

11.  The Panel met on seven occasions over the period from 30 March 2011 through to 20 

October 2011 and also members of the Panel corresponded between one another on 

various matters relating to the investigation primarily via email over the same period.  

Copies of this correspondence have been provided to the Royal Commission. 

12. Our role was to provide guidance and direction to the technical investigation, as set out 

in the terms of reference at p 12 of the Expert Panel report.  

13. Presentations by the investigating consultant for CTV were given to the Expert Panel at 

each of these meetings.  These presentations covered the progress of the investigation 

up to that particular point in time, particular challenges encountered, interim findings 

and, when they were available, preliminary conclusions reached by the investigating 

consultant.  

14. In general Panel members relied on the factual information collected by the investigating 

consultant, during the course of its investigation but interpretation of this information was 

open to discussion.  Such information included witness statements and material test 

results and structural analyses. 

15. While there were differing views between the panel and the consultant over the use of 

the method of analysis (as set out below) my understanding is that in general the Panel 

had confidence in the balance of the investigation work undertaken by the investigating 

consultant.   

16. Early in the investigation the Panel expressed concerns regarding the type and extent of 

structural analysis of the building being carried out by the investigating consultant.  In 

particular, the concerns related to the use of elastic methods of analysis compared with 

methods that would allow the non-linear behaviour of materials to be modelled.  As a 

result of these concerns, non-linear time history analyses (NLTHA) were commissioned 

by the investigating consultant.  The Panel gave the results from the NLTHA analyses a 

higher weighting than those using elastic methods.  
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17. Some members of the Panel expressed concern that sufficient regard had not been 

given to other potential failure modes such as failure of the ties between the shearcore 

and the floor slabs and failure of the internal columns.  The Panel also felt that the 

investigating consultant may have given undue prominence to some other potential 

failure modes that had been identified.  These aspects received considerable attention 

and discussion between the Panel members and the investigating consultant who was 

encouraged to consider them in the investigation report.   

18. It would be fair to record that there remains some differences in opinion between some 

Panel members and the investigating consultant.  These differences are described in the 

Panel report (refer p34) and relate to what might be the initiating factors of the collapse, 

and some aspects of detail in terms of the failure modes.  I have read Nigel Priestley’s 

evidence that has been made to the Royal Commission on the CTV building and agree 

that, in general, it also outlines the areas where differences of opinion still exist between 

some members of the Panel and the investigating consultant. 

19. The investigating consultant produced several drafts of the investigation report, each of 

which was reviewed by Panel members who provided comments back to the consultant. 

20. When the investigating consultant’s report was near completion the Panel report was 

drafted and circulated for comment to all Panel members (including the member of the 

investigating consultant team who was also a Panel member).  Comments from all Panel 

members were considered and, following discussion and iteration, a final version of the 

Panel report was prepared that all members of the Panel were prepared to accept as 

reasonable. 

21. 5 recommendations were made in the Panel report as a result of the CTV investigation.  

Specifically these relate to: 

a. The manner in which structural irregularities are dealt with in design. 

b. The adequacy of non-ductile “gravity” columns, particularly those in buildings 

designed prior to the introduction of NZS4203:1992. 



 

6 

 

c. The interaction between precast panels and columns, particularly when the 

panels are only part height. 

d. The adequacy of connections between floor slabs and shearwalls, and  

e. The need for improved confidence in design and construction quality. 

 

Dated:  31 May 2012 

 

 

 

____________________________ 
Robert David Jury 
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Technical Investigation into the Performance of Buildings in the Christchurch 
CBD in the 22 February Christchurch Aftershock 

 

Expert Panel 
Terms of Reference  

1 General 
Overall Terms of Reference for the investigation are given in Attachment 1.   

Investigations will look at the expected performance of the buildings, when they were 
built, the impact of any alterations, compliance with the code at the time, and the 
reasons for the collapse.  The investigations will focus only on the technical findings 
and are not to address liability. 

The Department of Building and Housing has overall responsibility for the outcome of 
the investigation and has appointed: 

• Engineering consultants to investigate the subject buildings 

• A panel of experts to assist  in achieving the the overall objectives of 
the investigation 

 

These Terms of Reference for Expert Panel describe the roles and responsibilities of 
the expert panel in the context of the overall Terms of Reference for the investigation. 

2 Outline Approach and Outputs 
The main outputs of the investigation will be: 

• Consultant technical investigation reports on each building  

• A report prepared by the Expert Panel to the Department 

• A Department report to the Minister on the outcome of the 
investigation.  

The investigating consultants will be responsible for their own work and for 
determining the inputs they use to reach their conclusions.   

The consultant reports will be attachments to the Expert Panel Report.   

The Department Report will be based on material in the consultant reports and the 
Expert Panel Report.  

3 Roles and Responsibilities 
The panel members have been chosen to provide a background of experience in the 
range of matters related to the planning, design, approval and construction of 
buildings.   

In general, it is expected that, individually and collectively, panel members will help 
the Department to provide comprehensive, accurate and authoritative accounts of 
why the buildings collapsed and what the implications are for the Building Act and 
Code. 

Particular roles and responsibilities include: 

• Providing guidance and direction to the investigation 
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• Advising on the scope and extent of investigation necessary to 
achieve overall objectives 

• Monitoring and reviewing the approaches, investigations, data and 
outputs of the engineering consultants 

• Recommending to the Department any changes in the scope and 
nature of work necessary to address the matters for investigation fully, 
accurately and authoritatively. 

• Reviewing and approving the engineering consultant reports on each 
building. 

• Producing an overview report addressing the matters for investigation 
and indicating any issues for further consideration by the Department  
in their role as regulator responsible for the Building Act and Code. 

 

4 Timeframe 
The Department Report to the Minister is due by 31 July 2011.  The Expert Panel 
Report is due by 30 June 2011. These deadlines may be revised if necessary for the 
investigation to achieve its objectives. 

 

5 Conflicts of Interest 
General 

Panel members must declare all conflicts or potential conflicts of interest throughout 
the investigation.  A register will be maintained which will be accessible to all 
members.  

Interaction with engineering consultants 

 Panel members may provide comments to consultants in their role as panel 
members, but may not provide advice.  Panel members are to advise other panel 
members of all such comments given as soon as possible. 

Tonkin & Taylor may provide advice to consultants provided that Peter Millar is not 
personally involved. 


























































	1686018_Earthquake commission_ Jury brief _DBH_ _4_ _Final_.pdf
	Attachment A - Rob Jury cv.pdf
	Panel TOR 13Apr11.pdf
	Attachment C - Panel Report CTV Chapter.pdf

