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Qualifications and experience

1 My full name is Alistair Geoffrey Boys.

2 I am. a structural engineer in the employ of Holmes Consulting
Group Limited (HCG).

3 I hold a bachelor's and master's degree in civil and structural
engineering, BE (Civil) and (ME) Structural conferred by the
University of Canterbury. | have three years postgraduate

experience in engineering.
Scope of evidence

4 - I, on behalf of HCG, provide this Brief of evidence in response to
the Canterbury Earthquakes Royal Commission's email dated 16
November 2011 in relation to the building at 593 Colombo Street.

Inspection : 24 September 2010

5 | am asked whether | arranged for a yellow placard to be affixed
to the building following my inspection on 24 September 2010.

Response

6 | did not affix a yellow placard to the building as there was an
existing yellow placard already affixed presumably from a
previous inspection carried out by another party. My handwritten
site report and typed up site report dated 24 September 2010 and
Rapid Assessment Form - Level 2, are attached. It is noted that in
my report | observed that the Yellow Tag should remain in
place. The Yellow Placard was located on or adjacent to the front
entry into the Lingerie Store on Colombo Street.

Assessment Form

7 | am asked if the assessment form, which refers to 593 Colombo

St, relates to the building as a whole.
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Response

I confirm that my assessment form related to the building located
at 5693 Colombo St, as a whole.

Communication of Yellow Placard status

10

11

I am asked whether | advised the occupiers and NA! Harcourts 6f
my conclusion that the building be yellow placarded and as a
result have only "short term entry".

Response

| advised NAI Harcourts of the continued yellow placard status of
the building. This advice was provided verbally during a meeting
held on 24 September 2010 whilst providing an update of the
building inspections carried out to that date. This was
subsequently confirmed by my Site Report and Level 2 Inspection
form of the same date.

Due to the existing 'yellow' status of the building there were no
tenants in occupation at the time of my inspection. | do not recall
if | specifically informed NAI Harcourts verbally that the building
was fo remain unoccupied but it was understood that Yellow
placarded bui!dings were restricted to short term entry only and
my Level 2 Assessment report confirmed the building to be
suitable for short term entry only. My site report confirmed the
building was not safe to occupy.

Christchurch Council

I am asked whether | advised the Christchurch Council of my

assessment and conclusions.

Response
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| provided NAI Harcourts with my typed up Site Report and a copy
of the completed Level 2 Assessment Form. | did not specifically
provide these to Christchurch Council given there was no change
in the building's status.

Photographs

13

14

15

16

17

| am asked to identify the photographs which were taken during

my inspection.

Response

The photographs taken during the inspection on 24 September
2010 are those referred to as CIMG1526-CIMG1535, as
previously supplied to the Royal Commission.

Structural Concerns

| am asked to provide more detalil, if possible, about the structural
concerns | had with the building and, in particular, the separation
of the floor and walls as noted in my report.

Response

The primary structural concerns | had were in relation to:
. Potential fall hazards; and

. The potential instability of the southern wall.
Potential Fall Hazards

The fall hazards noted concerned the parapets to the rear of the
building. | observed that they displayed evidence of cracking and
displacement when viewed from ground level. The parapefs to the
remainder of the building did not display any obvious signs of

damage from ground level.
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Potential Instability of the Southern Wall

The potential instability of the southern wall related to the
apparent separation of the southern wall, on the St Asaph Street
fagade, from the first floor diaphragm. The separation was
measured to be approximately 10mm in width and showed some
evidence of pre-existence. Due to the level of displacement in
evidence, | did not consider this a collapse hazard. | was also
aware of the existing barriers beneath this wall protecting
pedestrians below the building.

As noted in my Site Report, | was of the opinion that further
investigation of the building structure was warranted with
particular reference to the South wall connection to the first floor
(noted as second floor in the Site Report as a result of
designating the Ground floor as Level 1).

There was minor damage to the interior masonry walls, timber
partitions and lathe and plaster lining.

December 2011




WIT.BOY.0002.6

- BUI.COL593.0007E.1

~

f:b"" R ~d
Projedt Nome: )Q . lG"Jm\OO JT

Brject Na: A {OS BQQ 7’

S.R Ne: . ) : : SLTE KEPORT
Dale; . '24_:[]‘6\\1““_\' .
 Reviewed By . fXLC‘

dnooyBugjnsuasewoL

Work Reviswed: -

L ks ;; LT

Ohbsanvations & Commenls. _ . . ( :

g e Slercu MP\N\ - Hch'x ciome .
z | £ &i‘:_k_ ,_&fog_ﬁ_\—}_ -

“C.,"‘ AL, - DAANE @ e NG (acAmok s @ 'M KWU'\, . Lof ~\ 2
Foel . - L ' . ﬁiﬁ?é: RS

~rhy = T " . S W SrpTe
¥ EAD DKL~ e 5(&/\mc.'\w w«ﬂg e ARG B2, ® A

—_—— e ——— " ——

,-

x5 ‘TS‘P_"\_J maa&g_ /%ﬁW W’\c:»w? A, ﬂd&o_ -Co\mdm fut Q\L

e - . g
¥ Wxtm/ (csu{(q( < C{C"\j 1‘-75 :M(.w.\gkr ;)c«‘\»w (;‘%Cfa_~_{i§¥9:-l_- —

D T T v——

- 4 vl e ) "&5& e QT L

2:":}1 UPWY'{?S éZogms | @Lm s E THAT T:Lt T fer’P“LTA(ﬁN—'- ,S’?"Q

L o kaA HHVC MONED 04T By Qe . S
mHPm To_DEFELMIE F f’aéc-x@\ -

. e e = e - — e— ——

T T TS Ty PIEEL S NSELT PRI £90F
...... CE tiwnle, LATHE PUASTRE T 1 SEEST

...... } €S _GETee LoOF % WAL oL

e 4 OoTeslAUy. LL FeLo® TER)




WIT.BOY.0002.7

BUI.COL593.0007F .1

“
’

m | z
=3 Project Name 593 Colombo St 2
@ . =
2N Project Ko 10538071 -
o o) . z
a SR.No: 001 SITE REPORT i
= 7| . ~ ' <
a Date: ‘ 24 September 2010 -
®) z
c Reviewed By: Alistair Boys e
< z
5 m
Work Reviewed:
Queenstown
~ » Post Barthquake L2 Assessment
- . Telephone
" e’ Observations & Comments: +64 3 441 3053
» 2 Storey URM Retail Buiding, enmentt Facsimile.
? \D'amagéd masonty at the downpipe locations on the uppes west wall +64 3 441 3011

o Repaits requited to ensute no falling hazard holmesgroup.com

R A ]
Internal inspection showed evidence that thefSEs Lavel 2

out by 10mm at the centre of the wall. There is some evidence thatil 41 Ballarat Street

.$§APct stuffed into the cracks between the external URM wall PO Box 1266

and the internal partitions (the upper tesidential tenandies ook to have been unfit for
i : ] Queenstown

3 tenants for some time). . )
- New Zealdnd
o Further structural investigation is tequired to ensure adequate connections

between the level 2 floor and the URM ‘walls, also the roof connection to the

URM wall requires investigation.
Offices in
Auckland
Hamilton
Report Prepated By:
. . V Wellington

Christchurch

St . - San Francisco
Alistait Boys . :
STRUCTURAL ENGINEER

105380.71SR2409.001.doc

Copies fo:




WIT.BOY.0002.8

BUI.COL593.0007G.1

__ Chrisichurch Eq RAPID Assessment Form - LEVEL 2

lfIEPeci‘ol‘lniﬁafs‘. AL& B Dale ."Zf-(]‘illo Final Posting | Yetiow
Tenftoriel Athority [ Chrisichurch Gry - Time 2O - le.q UNSAFE) | : -
”Building Name - ' '
/" Shor Name ) Type of Construction
Address ) 9% Celoioo SF [ Timberframe [, Concrete shearwall
A | ) [0 Steelframe Q/;;:reinfmcad masonry
GPS Co-ordinates ge B O Fitop concrete [}, Reinforced masoiry
Contar{ Name : lj Congrele frame [J  Confined masonry
Canlact Phone’ _ O Rofemewihmasonryifl [ - Others
. SluréYsaland above Below - Primary-Dcpupmicy B/
goond level 2. ?E’;”;x”d —  [J Dweling - Commerdlal/ Offices
pastoorass - ot O Ofierresidentl O incustid

No of residential Units — (1 Public assembly O Govemmen N
, I School : [ Herltage Listed J ‘ C
Eholo Taken @ No [ Refigious , [T oOtfer ‘

Investigate the buflding-for fhe.conditions listed on page 1'and 2 and check the appropriate column, A skeich may be added on page 3

' Overall Hazards [ Damage Minot/None'  Moderate Severs Comments:
Callapse, pariial collapse, off foundation [3/ | O DovacesA. wosoia & dosnoies
Building of storey Jesning e L O 10@.!»03; € topof ;x\— coodd. .
Wall or other structural demage B/““ @.AD O - . . :
Overhead fallng hazard M. . O O Apceromh sepemhion of L7 Lo
Ground movement, sefflsment, sips - = O | ;&QM‘\ u:&bl {4 ng P‘w’\‘\\,M\
Neighbouring buiiding hazard IZI’ ‘ 1 O pcss,\d_.,.‘ me = Q;rw
Electrical, gas, sewerage, water, hazmats: =g 0] 1 @ ref . - t

! Record any existing placard on this bullding:  Existng ' '
, : Placard Type ‘f el

(e.g. UNSAFE)

. Chotse a néw.posfing based on the ‘new evaluation and team iucigement Severe conditions dffecfing the whole building are
grotmds for an UNSAFE posting. Localised Severe and overall Moderate conditions may require a RESTRICTED USE, Place
INSPECTED piacard at main enfrance. Post all ofher placards at every signlficant entrance: ‘Transfer the chosen posfing o the fop

—— Offhispage ___ - .. .. s . ST S e s S v

INSPECTED RESTRICTED LS UNSAFE: ' ‘
- GREEN YELLGQW | Y1 [/ Y2 ] RED| Rt [ R2 [ R3]

Record any. restriction on use or-entry:

Further Action Recommended: , .

Fick the boxes below only if furthef acfions are recommendsd
O Bamicades e needed {state focation):

[T Detalled engipesfing evaluation recommendad o .
¥ Structural [ Geotechnical O other -
" N - Ooter recommendiions; , . : .

bl

Estimated Overall Building Damage (Exclude Contenis) o : n pry———
None O /4%
0-1 % 0o 3160 % o —a—
2-10% =" 61-98.% a | Dats & Time 4|0
14-30% d 100 % Od ) D

laspection iDr {Office Use Only)




WIT.BOY.0002.9

BUI.COL593.0007G.2

Strucfural Hazardsl Damage MinorNone  Moderate Severe Comments
Foundations

Roofs, floors (verfical load)

Calumns, pilasters, corbels

Diaphragms, horizontal bracing

Pre-cas! connections

Beam

Nan-structural Hazards / Damage
Parapels, amamentation

oer Cadet, s Udesk ol e&

Cladding, glazing

S ﬁ:ﬁ)ﬂrx $¥ 'P‘VQP‘U\.

*Cailings, light fixtures

Interior walls, parlifons

Elevators

Stairs/ Exits

P

k Ufillfies (eg. gas, elechcity, waler)

Other

Geotechnical Hazards / Damage
Slope failire, debris

Ground movement, fissures

D00 00000000 ofdooon
Opo DO0O00DOOO oo0oooo
ODon DO000OO0OD Ooo0ono

Soll bulging, liquefaction

General Comment

Usabifity Catagory v .
" |Damage Intensi{yl' Posting Usabifity Category Remarks ]
1, Occupiable, no immediate further
Lxght damage inspecied L Invesfigafion required

Medium damage
-  [Restrictedss ~[Erm== ;
Megium risk (Yelor) — yp Nbenfrytopadsunm repaied o
_ demolished -
R1. Significani damage. repalrs,
strengthening possible
Heayy damage Unsafe.
N ; " R2. Severs damage; demolilian likely
Aghisk - [Red ,
R3. Al tisk from adjacent premises or |
J from ground faflure -

2 Inspection ID- (Office Use Cnly) &





