» MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,
INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT
HIKINA WHAKATUTUKI

File No. DOIA 1718-1860 and 1819-0047

2.0 AUG 2018

Mr Jake Preston
fyi-request8298-59b907e2 @requests.fyi.org.nz
fyi-request8104-a852de38@requests.fyi.org.nz

Dear Mr Preston

Thank you for your emails dated 25 June 2018 and 10 July 2018 requesting under the Official
Information Act 1982 (the Act) the following information:

25 June 2018

Dear Ministry of Business, Innovation & Employment, Can you please confirm the source of and
provide copies of all expert advice, including all documents, emails and notes of phone
discussions, that was used by MBIE, its advisors and staff, with regard to the development and
release of Update 10 of the guidance document, Repair and Rebuilding houses affected by the
Canterbury earthquakes (“the Guidelines”) in Update 10 found at
https://www.building.govt.nz/building-code-compliance/canterbury-rebuild/updates-
clarifications-residential-quidance/issue-10-june-2018/

10 July 2018

Given that update 10 of the Technical Guidance documents found on your website here:
https://www.building.govt.nz/building-code-compliance/canterbury-rebuild/updates-
clarifications-residential-quidance/issue-10-june-2018/ contains reference to ‘rubble’
foundations, how does MBIE define rubble in reference to a foundation?

Secondly, what technical research has MBIE conducted with regard to the solutions provided in
the guidance and their applicability to rubble foundations? Please provide copies of the research
undertaken along with any documents where MBIE has examined rubble type foundations, or
relied on others research, around the subject of rubble foundations.

In response to your request dated 25 June 2018, | enclose documents that fall within scope of your
request. Some information is withheld under the following sections of the Act:

e 9(2)(a) — protect the privacy of natural persons
e 9(2)(g)(i) — maintain the effective conduct of public affairs through the free and frank expression

of opinions

Out of scope information has also been redacted.




Your request of 10 July 2018 is refused under section 18(e) of the Act, as the document alleged to
contain the information requested does not exist, or cannot be found.

You have the right under section 28(3) of the Act to request a review by the Ombudsman. The relevant
details can be found here: www.ombudsman.parliament.nz

Yours sincerely
=7

7

Dave Robson :
Manager, Building Performance and Engineering
Building System Performance



From: Saskia Van Ryn
Sent: Monday, 26 March 2018 10:08 a.m.

To: David McGuigan; Iain Feist
Subject: Q&A _March 2018 [UNCLASSIFIED]
L e Pleas w.\fyou're happy

Attached the QA with revisions from

Saskia

attached, | talk to Penelope about getting it up on the website. | E )3
Cheers @: ; > :®

£



foundations’?

Q&A issue Q&A issue Question Question Guidance Relevant part
number date number document of guidance
reference
10 The 63 How does the | Various Various
guidance
apply to
‘rubble

The residential guidance aims to assist the Canterbury rebuild by providing technical guidance for

engineers, Project Management Offices and construction companies with standardi
assessment methods and repair or rebuild solutions. Although the guidance is no
reflects good engineering and regulatory advice.

As stated in Section 1.4.3 Technical Scope, “The document focus
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From:§9(2@) SIo:
Sent: Tuesday, 3 April 2018 5:55 p.m.

To: Saskia Van Ryn ]
Cc: David McGuigan; 882@
Subject: RE: Q&A [UNCLASSIFIED] «

Thanks Saskia

We've added in the additional words in red in the attached in order 2-slightly be or rubble
foundations in terms of the spectrum of residential foundatio

Thanks for the opportunity to do this tweak. @ &\

Cheers

nput on Thursday/Friday.

Ministry of Business, Innovation & Employment
Telephone DD!: +64 (4) 901 6174
Level 5, 15 Stout Street, Wellington, New Zealand 6001

www.govt.nz - your guide to finding and using New Zealand government services

Any opinions expressed in this message are not necessarily those of the Ministry of Business, innovation and
Employment. This message and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use of the intended
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Q&A issue Q&A issue Question Question Guidance Relevant part
number date number document of guidance
reference
10 Thc 63 How does the | Various Various
guidance
apply to
‘rubble
foundations’?

The residential guidance aims to assist the Canterbury rebuild by providing technical guidance for
engineers, Project Management Offices and construction companies with standardi
assessment methods and repair or rebuild solutions. Although the guidance is.no

reflects good engineering advice and solutions that meet the requiremen &Hﬁaihing Code.

As stated in Section 1.4.3 Technical Scope, “The document focuse cipall one-and
storey timber-framed dwellings {ie houses built to NZS 3604 ssor Standar;

does not mean that every component or element of the s to.comply wit

requirements for the residential guidance to apply. nded tha

covered by the guidance is similar to the scope ed by NZS %

storey timber-framed dwellings.

Rubble foundations are not specifi ad in the guida bevnlr r, damage assessment

and repair solutions are based @rall performanc ihg Houses. The guidance provides
i

methods to repair cracks place perinfeter concrete wall foundations. Some of these
methods can apply equ foundatig \33

ing foundations that fully comply with
NZS 3604.

NZSS 95,ap essor Standard t stated that “the brick, stone and concrete foundation

wal avi quate beari fely support the imposed loads”. The reference to brick
ck could be-ysed as s it supported the vertical loads, which was the principal

f earlier fo t struction. Rubble foundations can still be demonstrated to

@:- Iy with NZS3604 and predecessor standards. Repair solutions to reinstate the original function
f the foundation can in many cases be developed for even poorer quality foundation walls, utilising
principles within the guidance document. The application of any repair solution (from within or
outside of MBIE’s residential guidance document) requires case specific consideration and use of
engineering judgement from appropriately qualified and experienced professionals.



From: Saskia Van Ryn

Sent: Wednesday, 4 April 2018 12:42 p.m.

To: Dave Robson

Cc: David McGuigan; Seth Campbell; Kirsty Wallace; Penelope Whitson

Subject: Canterbury technical guidance QA [UNCLASSIFIED] %
\ o’

Hi Dave

We've been advised by our technical consultants that it would bg-hg
MBIE technical guidance for repairing and rebuilding house
rubble foundations. There has been long-standing confuSic
homeowner court cases.

On the advice of legal and MBIE’s subject pratte , it was sugg
QA to address the uncertainties associate @1 bble concrete f

Attached is the clarification wé @ (; i n’a\ eConting few days, subject to any feedback from

D fext, please talk to Dave McG. Otherwise, if
ks %Q\\.
Saskia w

m let me know.

Senior Adyisor - Infor cation
Building System Perfofma

Building, Resour
Ministry of
Telepho

Leve :: t

ion & Employment
(49016174
et, Wellington, New Zealand 6001




Q&A issue Q&A issue Question Question Guidance Relevant part
number date number document of guidance
reference
10 Thc 63 How does the | Various Various
guidance
apply to
‘rubble
foundations’?

The residential guidance aims to assist the Canterbury rebuild by providing technical guidance for
engineers, Project Management Offices and construction companies with standard amage

As stated in Section 1.4.3 Technical Scope, “The document focus%ygﬂﬁlcnpall n one- and two-

assessment methods and repair or rebuild solutions. Although the guldance is , it &\-
reflects good engineering advice and solutions that meet the requirem & Ushng Code. @

storey timber-framed dwellings (ie houses built to NZS 3604 ssor Standa

does not mean that every component or element of the omply witl

requirements for the residential guidance to apply. nded tha N2$>J uildings
covered by the guidance is similar to the scope 1h\ ed by NZS b’@ﬂ d two-

storey timber-framed dwellings.

Rubble foundations are not specnf |n the guida &i r, damage assessment
and repair solutions are base raII performanc o ouses. The guidance provides
methods to repair cracks eplace peri ete wall foundations. Some of these
methods can apply eq a foundatl %ﬂ g foundations that fully comply with
NZS 3604. @

NZSS 95 a p Standard N&
uate beari fely support the imposed loads”. The reference to brick
k could b g}y as it supported the vertical loads, which was the principal
fearller structlon Rubble foundations can still be demonstrated to
port the Ioa

,, stated that “the brick, stone and concrete foundation

Itisalso{ an ~t ‘note that the composition of perimeter foundations reflects a continuum,

whi m Iarge elements of loosely cemented stone or rock, through concrete with nominal
/g

ent and in some case large included elements, through to concrete foundation walls that

ply with NZS3604 and predecessor standards. Repair solutions to reinstate the original function
(\_Jb the foundation can in many cases be developed for poor quality concrete foundation walls,
“utilising principles within the guidance document. The application of any repair solution (from
within or outside of MBIE’s residentia! guidance document) requires case specific consideration and
use of engineering judgement from appropriately qualified and experienced professionals.



Outof Scope

From: s 9(2)(a) f
Sent: Tuesday, 5 June 2018 10:22 a.m. 2
To; David McGuigan \//\ <
Subject: RE: Unreinforced concrete foundations - clarification to Canterbury Guidance.[I ﬁgENCE:REL "x
EXTERNAL] NN
C/\\ A\
D

-\-._\_—-/

Thanks Dave — quick comments after only a moment’s reflect:

Jrodsor wires...

= N
))
elt that |t Jk@r}lg ted that there
mortar the earlier 1900s — plus a

How will we define ‘unreinforced’? I've seen some cores that have

Related point is your editing out of the para that mentione
were relevant standards prior to 3604/1900, in contras(; ith

oL Q
2 R\
\ ‘H )
reminder that the purpose of those foundations was

vertucal I
Thoughts? \“* / @\7
Will share withs 8(2)(a) ctgo\@/gl in more d%\)

s19(2)(ay

From: David McGui

Sent: Tuesd e 9: m. P
To:'s9(2)(a)<: A
Cc: Saski ~<Saskia. V;gRﬁ%ﬁmbie. ovt.nz>; Dave Robson <Dave.Robson@mbie.govt.nz>

Subject; rel\forced concr?:_ K ons - clarification to Canterbury Guidance [IN-CONFIDENCE:RELEASE

EXTERNA (‘3 VN

Hi s 9(2) g

Thanks fo ( ay please find attached proposed clarification on the topic of unreinforced concrete
founda ubble foundations’.

j$int g to issue this as Clarification No. 63 in the next couple of weeks — maybe even this week!
l I S forward to any comment/feedback.
Kintl-regards
Dave McGuigan
5.9(2)(a)

www.govt.nz - your guide to finding and using New Zealand government services

Any opinions expressed in thlS message are not necessarlly those of the Mmlstry of Business, Innovation and
Employment. This message and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use of the intended
recipient. If you are not the intended recipient or the person responsible for delivery to the intended recipient, be

1



Out'of Scope

From: Hugh Cowan [mailto:HACowan@eqc.govt.nz]
Sent: Wednesday, 6 June 2018 8:13 a.m.

To: David McGuigan

Subject: Q and A for 'Rubble Foundations' @

| AN
Hi Dave, (<§/§\) (3 J

Thanks for your email and the opportunity to provide comment on the p d su mentary 5nd Aim le

foundations”. In short, EQC has no additional comments to make in r/e(spi@ the Qand A an% me

these being published by MBIE. 8

//——-. \
However, | believe there would be value in expanding on th’é\d\an Mvide te les of situations
where the MBIE guidelines include relevant recommen on_s}f\‘ repairs to ea q’tﬁa’k ged unreinforced
concrete perimeter ring foundations. | note your earl\rx. ﬁ'ne t that MB Efeels it has a’limited perspective on the

issues being experienced in the Canterbury reside ir process wi 2Ch ubble foundations.
EQC’s technical experts (both mternat,aﬂ/ xt al) have extensqu r\x&e of the practical application of the
MBIE guidelines to “rubble found; tiof o " >3 d ould be han/ q fac\rlgt e a discussion with EQC’s external
structural engineers on the str djweaknesses hg {E guidelines are being applied in practice in
Canterbury. This discussio our con /der ; merit of incorporating a series of technical case
studies to the proposgd:Q, hgtA key outc ekﬂ ould be to ensure that MBIE has a strong body of
national techmcalg nﬁ,ﬁte ased onlessonslea rom the Canterbury earthquake recovery. The practice of
constructing pﬁ r“i oundation ﬁl\ ixed concrete and variable fill material is not unique to
Canterbu sot rﬁéues could arlse Isewhere in New Zealand.

Thanl&\\@m for cztact.;%/e\\w

Regards { (
Hugh e \&:_/}
P 3\(\/“

Aok ;\4&************************************************************************
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Th\i& il message (along with any attachments) is intended only for the addressee(s) named above. The
information contained in this email is confidential to the New Zealand Earthquake Commission (EQC)
and must not be used, reproduced or passed on without consent. If you have received this email in

error, informing EQC by return email or by calling (04)978 6400 should ensure the error is not repeated.

Please delete this email if you are not the intended addressee.
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From:sS@e)
Sent: Wednesday, 6 June 2018 2:05 p.m.
To: David McGuigan
Subject: RE: Q and A for 'Rubble Foundations' {UNCLASSIFIED]

)

Justan update, ass9(2(@)  and | continue working on this definitional point

We are all of the view that rubble foundations are a subset of unreinforced-concrete,\hence not comfort

the implied equivalence of the current first para.
Working on possible alternatives (sorry!) but won’t be able to
Thanks @

From: 89(2)&)
Sent: Wednesday, 6 June 2018 9:07
To: 'David McGuigan' <Dave.McGuj

Subject: RE: Q and A for 'Rubbl
is going into\th ut as | begin to think about what the Chch engineering session
2.NZ hat, ), having some examples would definitely assist.

How about if | was t vith' them next week (somehow) to get some good examples that a neutral party might
present?

From: David McGuigan <Dave.McGuigan@mbie.govt.nz>
Sent: Wednesday, 6 June 2018 8:21 a.m.

Subject: FW: Q and A for 'Rubble Foundations' [UNCLASSIFIED]

FY! - in confidence below — | will contact Hugh to see if EQC’s technical experts can be at a Christchurch
presentation — there will not be a lot of will from MBIE to provide explicit examples.



Also picking up on the desire of Graeme Beattie of an alternative/supplementary name for unreinforced concrete
foundations — does he have a suggestion.

Cheers

Dave M

From: Hugh Cowan [mailto:HACowan@eqc.govt.nz]
Sent: Wednesday, 6 June 2018 8:13 a.m.

To: David McGuigan

Subject: Q and A for 'Rubble Foundations'

Hi Dave,

Thanks for your email and the opportunity to provide comment on the proposed supplemerit and A on “rubbl
foundations”. In short, EQC has no additional comments to make in respect of the Q and diild welcom AN
these being published by MBIE. %
However, | believe there would be value in expanding on the Q and A to g&iﬂe technical examples of 5|
where the MBIE guidelines include relevant recommendations for repair. quake dama einfi
concrete perimeter ring foundations. | note your earlier comment t . B s it has @ectwe on the
issues being experienced in the Canterbury residential repair @ spect toru ions

EQC’s technical experts (both internal and external) h perlence % application of the
MBIE guidelines to “rubble foundations”, and | w ith EQC’s external

o facnlutate
structural engineers on the strengths and weakn the MBI e being applied in practice in
Canterbury. This discussion could assust ion of the rlb Jporatmg a series of technical case

studies to the proposed Qand A. T e/beneflt wo that MBIE has a strong body of
national technical guidance base rned from ti u earthquake recovery. The practice of
constructing perimeter ring fo |smg site mi and variable fill material is not unique to

Canterbury, so these issu future el e

Thank you again for@?} @

Regards x

Hugh @

***************@%***********************************************************
SS7 ao
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i ng with any attachments) is intended only for the addressee(s) named above The

must'not be used reproduced or passed on without consent. If you have received this email in
), inforthing EQC by return email or by calling (04)978 6400 should ensure the error is not repeated.

Pleasedelete this email if you are not the intended addressee.
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www.govt.nz - your guide to finding and using New Zealand government services

Any opinions expressed in this message are not necessarily those of the Ministry of Business, Innovation and
Employment. This message and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use of the intended
recipient. If you are not the intended recipient or the person responsible for delivery to the intended recipient, be
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From: Dave Robson
Sent: Thursday, 7 June 2018 11:49 a.m.

To: David McGuigan

Cc: Sophia Tocker

Subject: RE: Unreinforced concrete foundations - clarification to Canterbury Guid
EXTERNAL]

ENCE:RELEASE

David. I'm happy for you to take the reins on the next steps? Are you

In terms of the Q&A, can we refine/add a line or two, that rea message the recent
briefing (they are a bit hidden at the moment)

*  Nothing changed in the BC

e The BC applied to all repairs

e  This guidelines compliments normal pra S ething t n%)
Cheers

Dave Robson
ix
£9(2),

MANAGER BUILDING PERFC

dave.robson@
me% vigan
Sent: Tuesday, 5 June 201

To: Dave Robson <Dave.R

Cc: Sophia To ker@mbie.govt.nb
Subject: prced concrete foundations - clarification to Canterbury Guidance [IN-CONFIDENCE:RELEASE
EXTERN/

fove

| ' se that we have an internal Mbie meeting on this on Friday afternoon or early next week so we can firm
up on the process of releasing clarification 63.

Meeting invitees:

You

Me

Annie Coughlan

Saskia and or Penelope from AE! to be ready for web release process

Maybe Mbie legal (lain Feist) but based on previousinteraction they have no objection to release of clarification.
Anyone else you think relevant.

If ok with this Sophia can set something up.



With respect to s 9(2)(a) ‘email below the date of a Christchurch meeting i understand is 20 June. The aspiration of
externals is therefore the clarification to be out there before then.

Cheers

Dave M

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From:§9(2)(a)
Date: 5 June 2018 at 4:50:39 PM NZST
To: David McGuigan <Dave.McGuigan@mbie.govt.nz>, s 9(2)(@)

Cc: Dave Robson <Dave. RQbson@mbié .govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Unreinforced concrete foundations - clarification to Canterbury Guida%{{

CONFIDENCE:RELEASE EXTERNAL])
Hi Dave,

Thank you for consulting us. We are happy with what you have p ﬂduﬁed

As discussed, we propose to hold a “Clearing House” Meeting j urch to discuss this,
other current issues, so would appreciate being kept inform d\pf wnII be issue QQ:
set this meeting up as soon as possible.

{ am happy to discuss further if you wish.
Kind Regards,s9(2)(a) @ ,&

2\
%@

$9(2)(a)

conversations on this matter last week please find attached proposed MBIE clarification

topic of unreinforced concrete foundations aka ‘rubble foundations’.
is intended to issue this as Clarification No. 63 to the Canterbury Guidance on the building.govt.nz

website in the next couple of weeks.

I look forward to any comment/feedback.

Please don’t hesitate to contact Dave Robson or me if you have any queries.

Kind regards

Dave McGuigan
§19(2)(@)

www.govt.nz - your guide to finding and using New Zealand government
services



DM

McGuigan
Y 8 Jun
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the next half or
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Q&A issue Q&A issue Question Question Guidance Relevant part
number date number document of guidance
reference
10 Thc 63 How does the | Various Various
guidance
apply to
unreinforced
concrete
foundations

How does the Guidance apply to “rubble’’ concrete foundation walls?

This clarification indicates how the Guidance can be applied to concrete peri
of poorer quality that are sometimes referred to as “rubble foundation

The guidance states in Section 1.4.3 Technic -focuses principally on one- and
two-storey timber framed dwellings (i.e. ecessor Standards).” This

does not mean that every comp mply with the current NZS
3604 requirements for the l;eﬁgt\ dance to a;@d

is intended that the scope of
buildings covered by th Iar to the-sc ese covered by NZS 3604, i.e. one and
two-storey timber;

Itis worth n 95 a pred Sta ard to NZS 3604, stated that “the brick, stone

and c d}s lon walls uate bearing area to safely support the imposed

Ioa rence to brick % means that masonry could be used as long as it supported
Ioads whi h riricipal function of earlier foundation construction.

Guidance |n spec'flc repair solutions for “rubble” foundations, and its is not
mandato g a repair solution. However, repair solutions to reinstate the original
functmh uallty concrete foundation walls can in many cases be developed by utilising

ithin the guidance document. When the Guidance is applied it provides good
{% g advice and solutions that meet the requirements of the Building Code and Building Act,
Oc ing methods to repair cracks and repair or replace perimeter concrete foundations. Some of
these methods are applicable across the range of existing foundations, whether they be considered
as “rubble foundations”, or they fully comply with NZS 3604, provided that specific consideration is
given to the nature and condition of the foundation.

The application of the damage assessment methods and repair solutions provided in the Guidance
require a good understanding the overall performance of affected houses. The development of any
repair solution requires case specific consideration and the use of engineering judgement from
appropriately qualified and experienced professionals. Irrespective of whether the Guidance is used
or not for developing a repair solution all repair work must comply with the Building Code.



From: David McGuigan

Sent: Mond

ay, 11 June 2018 12:27 p.m.
To:592@)

Hi 89(2) ~ updated version
I will now work on internal MBIE e-mail to reflect internal meeting discu
Cheers
Dave M

Sub: Cantebury Guidance Clarification 63 [IN-CONFIDENCE:RELEASE EXTERNAL%@

)

o @@



Q&A issue Q&A Question Question Guidance | Relevantpart

number issue number document | of guidance
date reference
10 Tbc 63 How does the Residential Various Various

Guidance apply to ‘rubble’
concrete foundation walis?

This clarification indicates how the Residential Guidance can be applied to poorer quality concrete
perimeter foundation walls that are sometimes referred to as ‘rubble’ foundations.

63. How does the Residential Guidance apply to ‘rubble’ concrete foundation wall<

The Canterbury rebuild has shown that houses in Canterbury have a W|de V. % «
foundation walls. These range from reinforced concrete perimeter foun are fully

compliant with the current version of NZS 3604, through concrete walls wnt inal reinforcem

to walls with large elements of loosely cemented stone or roc

Section 1.4.3 Technical Scope of the Residential Guida

xsdocument %ﬁly

on one- and two-storey timber framed dwellmgs (l ll to NZ§ deaessor
Standards).” This does not mean that every ¢ ement of th s to comply with
current NZS 3604 requirements for the guidan y Rather | ten that the scope of
buildings covered by the guidance is_simila scope of th ﬁ“ NZS 3604, ie one- and

two-storey timber-framed dwell
It is worth noting that % cessor S 604, stated that “the brick, stone

and concrete foun ie\ area to safely support the imposed
loads”. The re that'masonry could be used as long as it supported
ion of earlier foundation construction.

the vertlcal was the p@
dbes not contain s mw solutions for ‘rubble’ foundations, and it is not

for developing\a‘repair utlon However, repair solutions to reinstate the original

and ston

ﬁhn of poorer quali €te foundation walls can in many cases be developed by using
principles in the . When the Residential Guidance is applied it provides good engineering
advuce a that meet the requirements of the Building Act and Building Code. There have
bee : the performance requirements in the Building Code as a result of the Canterbury

@es
@ idance includes methods to repair cracks and repair or replace perimeter concrete
\..

~—Joundations. Some of these methods are applicable across the range of existing foundations,
(whether they are considered to be ‘rubble foundations’, or they fully comply with NZS 3604)
provided that specific consideration is given to the nature and condition of the foundation.

Applying the damage assessment methods and repair solutions provided in the guidance require a
good understanding of the overall performance of affected houses. In addition, the development of
any repair solution requires case-specific consideration and obtaining professional engineering
advice. Regardless of whether the Residential Guidance is used to develop a repair solution, all
repair work must comply with the Building Code.



rm: David McGuigan

Sent: Monday, 11 June 2018 12:45 p.m.

To: Annie Coughlan; Penelope Whitson; Kirsty Wallace; Dave Robson; Iain Feist
Cc: Leah Chamberlin-Gunn; Sophia Tocker

Subject: Canterbury Guidance Clarification 63 [IN-CONFIDENCE]

Hi all

Canterbury

Annie, Penelope and | met this morning to review the content of the
i d Annie is

Residential Guidance. A latest version of the clarification ackn

attached %
Next steps from here: S {\‘
¢ Al to review and come back with any co nt s — the upe %u, ation has not had a recent Legal
ain

review so | am hoping you can ¢ t pl
us update (to-go ay) - this content will largely draw on

i inisters’ offiges. |7 ;o b+ Woods, acknowledging that Twyford is
covering for Min. W heison le @ | focus on key (reactive messages) that they may need
The game pian will b suejthe clarificati he end of this week , respecting promises made in briefing to
Ministers - a hat a Cant ural Group meeting scheduled for 20 June will want to focus on
ihe

" & Add as ‘Hot-Topic’ to weekly
the briefing that was issue:
¢ Annie will work on ho

vironment and E ing NZ are looking at playing some facilitation role in this.

Annie —letmeknow if anyth out from a comms perspective

Cheers
Dave M \



Q&A issue QsA Question Question Guidance | Relevant part

number issue number document | of guidance
date reference
10 Tbc 63 How does the Residential Various Various

Guidance apply to ‘rubble’
concrete foundation walls?

This clarification indicates how the Residential Guidance can be applied to poorer quality concrete
perimeter foundation walls that are sometimes referred to as ‘rubble’ foundations.

63. How does the Residential Guidance apply to ‘rubble’ concrete foundation wal

P
N\
The Canterbury rebuild has shown that houses in Canterbury have a wide}asgy,?%$ iméter C x
s @t are full (

foundation walls. These range from reinforced concrete perimeter founda Fl\n y J
thyigminal reinforcem%

compliant with the current version of NZS 3604, through concrete al{s wi
to walls with large elements of loosely cemented stone or rock: % \{\
Section 1.4.3 Technical Scope of the Residential Guidapcﬁ- e document incipally

on one- and two-storey timber framed dwellings (i.€. \aﬁs\;\; ilt to NZS 3 edecessor

Ap s to comply with

Standards).” This does not mean that every ement of t us
current NZS 3604 requirements for the ggida\c pply. Rather, i i& ended that the scope of
S
O

buildings covered by the guidance is similar scope of th r\ NZS 3604, ie one- and
two-storey timber-framed dwelli

It is worth noting that TZ @J; essor St \ \3604, stated that “the brick, stone
and concrete foundatio Il have ? Léfs ing area to safely support the imposed
loads”. The refeye é@;{o‘ ek and stone that

jmasonry could be used as long as it supported
the vertical Igads; which was the p m% ction of earlier foundation construction.
Th 11? Z\Ot contain s %yepair solutions for ‘rubble’ foundations, and it is not
(%39 or develo inmir lution. However, repair solutions to reinstate the original
\? n of poorer q@% te foundation walls can in many cases be developed by using
ﬁlciples in d\Qf hen the Residential Guidance is applied it provides good engineering
advice a$ rtio t meet the requirements of the Building Act and Building Code. There have
beet‘\'/t} ang: the performance requirements in the Building Code as a result of the Canterbury
s
Q uidance includes methods to repair cracks and repair or replace perimeter concrete
“foundations. Some of these methods are applicable across the range of existing foundations,
(whether they are considered to be ‘rubble foundations’, or they fully comply with NZS 3604)
provided that specific consideration is given to the nature and condition of the foundation.

Applying the damage assessment methods and repair solutions provided in the guidance require a
good understanding of the overall performance of affected houses. In addition, the development of
any repair solution requires case-specific consideration and obtaining professional engineering
advice. Regardless of whether the Residential Guidance is used to develop a repair solution, all
repair work must comply with the Building Code.



From: David McGuigan
Sent: Wednesday, 13 June 2018 10:26 a.m.

Subject: FW: Canterbury Guidance Clarification 63 [UNCLASSIFIED]

To: Dave Robson; Penelope Whitson; Leah Chamberlin-Gunn; Annie Coughlan; Kirsty Wallac@eist

Hi all &
Please find mako link below to proposed clarification — this mater version.a sses ment
number of you.

s received
Let me know if any further feedback. @@ @ gg
Cheers : @ @

AP\
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Guidance apply to ‘rubble’
concrete foundation walls?

This clarification indicates how the Residential Guidance can be applied to poorer quality concrete
perimeter foundation walls that are sometimes referred to as ‘rubble’ foundations.

63. How does the Residential Guidance apply to ‘rubble’ concrete foundation wal

The Canterbury rebuild has shown that houses in Canterbury have a wide Vi

foundation walls. These range from reinforced concrete perimeter foun complla\\/\&

with the standard for building timber-framed buildings (NZS 3604), throug crete walls with
nominal reinforcement, to unreinforced walls with large elem @I ly cemented sto

rock.

Section 1.4.3 Technical Scope of the Residential G i s The doc principally
on one- and two-storey timber framed dwelli unlt to NZ edecessor
Standards).” This does not mean that eve c& ntor element e has to comply with
current NZS 3604 requirements for the gu 3 ipten ed that the scope of
buildings covered by the guidane€is similar to the scope 'ed by NZS 3604, ie one- and

two-storey timber-framed d@ﬁV
It is worth noting t t redecessor{a‘ § NZS 3604, stated that “the brick, stone

and concrete foun H’s shall hav a anng area to safely support the imposed
loads”. The n ect ck and that masonry could be used as long as it supported
the /ﬁﬁﬁ/\a lo ich was th l ctlon of earlier foundation construction.
/‘Fh does notc in s c repair solutions for ‘rubble’ foundations, and is not
nga ory for deve ir solutlon However, information in the guidance will be useful for
eveloping r '3; o reinstate the original function of a damaged foundation. The repair
work m et t ormance requirements of the Building Code, which have remained the
sam terbury earthquakes. Some of the methods in the guidance to repair cracks and

ino repi)ce perimeter concrete foundations are applicable across the range of existing
datlons, (whether they be considered as “rubble foundations”, or they comply with NZS 3604)
\ /0 ded that careful consideration is given to the nature and condition of the foundation.

Applying the damage assessment methods and repair solutions provided in the guidance requires a
good understanding of the overall performance of affected houses. In addition, the development of
any repair solution requires case-specific consideration and professional engineering advice.
Regardless of whether the Residential Guidance is used to develop a repair solution, all repair work
must comply with the Building Code.



From: David McGuigan
Sent: Thursday, 14 June 2018 8:17 a.m.

To: S

Cc: Dave Robson; Leah Chamberlin-Gunn

Subject: Canterbury Guidance Clarification 63 [UNCLASSIFIED]

Hiss@)e)
Please find attached updated clarification that MBIE are hoping to issue.in
of the scheduled 20 June 2018 Canterbury Structural Group meeting
We are meeting at 1pm to 3pm today on the subject of seismicz
afterwards to touch base on this.
! understand our comms person Leah has also beenin {
Kind regards

Dave McGuigan
s9(2)@) : ; SS
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Guidance apply to ‘rubble’
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This clarification indicates how the Residential Guidance can be applied to poorer quality concrete
perimeter foundation walls that are sometimes referred to as ‘rubble’ foundations.

63. How does the Residential Guidance apply to ‘rubble’ concrete foundation wal

The Canterbury rebuild has shown that houses in Canterbury have a wide v. /a \?ter

/.
foundation walls. These range from reinforced concrete perimeter foun t e complla\)\&j

with the standard for building timber-framed buildings (NZS 360Qo%u$ crete walls with

nominal reinforcement, to unreinforced walls with large elem @ ely cemented,
rock.

Section 1.4.3 Technical Scope of the Residential Gu s, “The doc prlnCIpaIly
on one- and two-storey timber framed dwel uilt to NZ o predecessor
Standards).” This does not mean that ev ntor element house has to comply with
current NZS 3604 requirements for the g&‘/ o apply. Rat ded that the scope of

buildings covered by the guudan e Iar to the scope ed by NZS 3604, ie one- and
two-storey timber-framed C'
redecessor NZS 3604, stated that “the brick, stone
'%; shall hav aring area to safely support the imposed
loads”. The n ns that masonry could be used as long as it supported
the v YE{ loa @W‘uch was th nction of earlier foundation construction.
<—} ce does not contain spe\hﬁc repair solutions for ‘rubble’ foundations, and is not
tory for devel e/pgir solution. However, information in the guidance will be useful for
eloping r }gj:ﬁ;;o reinstate the original function of a damaged foundation. The repair
work m r\i.t:: rformance requirements of the Building Code, which have remained the
sam Q?erbury earthquakes. Some of the methods in the guidance to repair cracks and
p ce perimeter concrete foundations are applicable across the range of existing

dat ns, (whether they be considered as “rubble foundations”, or they comply with NZS 3604)
ovided that careful consideration is given to the nature and condition of the foundation.

and concrete feun

Applying the damage assessment methods and repair solutions provided in the guidance requires a
good understanding of the overall performance of affected houses. In addition, the development of
any repair solution requires case-specific consideration and professional engineering advice.
Regardless of whether the Residential Guidance is used to develop a repair solution, all repair work
must comply with the Building Code.



