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1.0 DSA

1.1 DSA report received dated 2/10/14 Note Inlcudes T&T report dated September 2014 N/A Closed

1.2 T&T report and HCG report both identify that liquefaction will 

occur, partially at 50%DBE and fully at 70%DBE

We agree that the building rating is going to be limited at 

50%DBE unless significant ground works are undertaken to 

provide resistance to differential settlement.

N/A Closed

1.3 Page 4-4. Report mentions that double tee seating is not an 

issue, but only based on liquefaction not occurring. We 

recommend that  this statment is revised to clarify that the 

assumption is that liquefaction does not occur until 50%DBE.

This is covered in Section 4.4.4 'Consequence of 

Liquefaction' which describes the implications of liquefaction 

on the double tee seatings.

Agreed Closed

1.4 Retaining wall The southern portion of the structure retains ground to the 

ground floor storey

Whilst this is unlikely to reduce the response of the building, 

the additional loads induced by the retained soil in an 

earthquake should be included in the analysis as springs 

(Mononobe-Okabe method for example)

As you've indicated (and as noted in our report), retaining 

loads were not considered explicitly in the analysis as the 

effects of these were considered unlikely to be significant 

(due to the relatively small extent of retaining and the 

concentration of retaining loads in the corner of the building 

with greatest length of wall available to resist these actions 

directly - refer to Section 4.6.1).  Should further investigation 

be desired, retaining loads should be derived by the 

geotechnical engineer and investigation of the as-built 

condition of the retaining walls should be carried out in order 

to inform the structural assessment.

Agreed - a further assessment will cofinrm the assumptions 

that the retaining actions are not significant.

Closed

1.5 Lightweight roof No analysis or inspection has been carried out on the timber 

roof structure

Whilst this element is unlikely to affect the overall building 

rating, it can affect the ability of the building to be occupied 

following an earthquake. Does the roof have sarking or any 

form of bracing/diaphragm to aid distribution of the EQ forces 

and help tie the walls together at roof level.

Site observation indicated that the roof has lightweight metal 

cladding over timber framing, with a mixture of timber sarking 

and plasterboard internal linings.

This obervation and description should perhaps be included 

in the report?

Closed

1.6 Lightweight first floor structure No analysis or inspection has been carried out on lightweight 

first foor structure.

Again, whilst this element is unlikely to affect the overall 

building rating, it can affect the ability of the building to be 

occupied following an earthquake. Are the walls tied to the 

roof framing affectively? Relatively simple remedial works can 

be carried out to improve the performance of these 

lightwieght structures in an EQ.

We have assumed that reference is being made to the small 

second floor timber deck area that forms part of the roof 

plane?  Observation of the wall/floor connections was not 

possible without carrying out destructive investigations. As 

such, typical timber framed construction was assumed and 

was not considered likely to be critical.

We may be confused - we are referring to the first floor 

strcuture, this is a 2 storey building isn't it? The photograph in 

Figure 3-1 clearly shows a second storey, whilst the ETABS 

model in Figure 4-2 shows only a single storey (except for the 

small double storey section to the south). Considering that 

this portion of the building is nearly 50% of the GFA we think 

it is worthy of assessment along with the lightweight roof 

structure.

Open

1.7 Foundation pressure Bearing pressure of 100kPa has been assumed. Is this allowable bearing perssure or ultimate bearing 

pressure (at EQ state). How sensitve are the foundation to 

this limit? What is the largest bearing pressure under the 

foundations?

A ULS bearing capacity of 100 kPa was assumed.  If the 

bearing capacity is exceeded, the pier foundations on the 

north elevation will rock before developing the flexural 

capacity of the masonry piers.  This mode of behaviour is 

ductile, and the overall behaviour of the building is not 

considered to be significantly affected.

Agreed Closed

1.8 Diaphragm connections To be investigated further Has this investigation been actioned? Is the building sensitive 

to these connections?

As noted in the report, details of the connection of the first 

floor extension to the original structure were unknown, and 

further investigations were recommended in Section 4.7.  If 

these connections were to fail, seismic performance of the 

building would be relatively unpredictable, due to the 

disconnection between the original portion of the building and 

the addition.

Agreed that this detail need further investigation. Closed

Liquefaction
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