f& Department of
Building and Housing

Te Tari Kaupapa Whare

Determination 2011/051

Regarding the refusal to issue a code compliance
certificate for one of a complex of six 16-year-old
townhouses at 8 Moturoa Street, Thorndon,
Wellington

1. The matters to be determined

1.1 This is a determination under Part 3 Subpart hefBuilding Act 2004 (“the Act”)
made under due authorisation by me, John Garditeamager Determinations,
Department of Building and Housing (“the Departnigrior and on behalf of the
Chief Executive of that Department.

1.2 The parties are:

. the JW F and R M Watters Trust, the owner of antoouse (“Unit 1”) at 8F
Moturoa Street (“the applicant”)

. the Wellington City Council, carrying out its dugias a territorial authority or
building consent authority (“the authority”).

| consider that the owners of the other five towes in the development are
persons with an interest in this determination.

1.3 This determination arises from the decision ofdbhority to refuse to issue a code
compliance certificate for a 16-year-old townhobseause:

! The Building Act, Building Code, Compliance docemts, past determinations and guidance documentsdsby the Department are all
available at www.dbh.govt.nz or by contacting trepBrtment on 0800 242 243.
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1.4

14.1

1.4.2

1.4.3

144

15
151

15.2

. it is not satisfied that the building work in Udittomplies with certain clauses
of the Building Code (First Schedule, Building Rigions 1992). The
authority’s concerns about the compliance of thédlmng work primarily relate
to its age and weathertightness

. the six townhouses (“the units”) at 8A to 8F MotiStreet (“Unit 1 to
Unit 6”) in the development were constructed uralesmgle building consent.

The matter to be determirieig therefore whether the authority was correcefase
to issue a code compliance certificate for Unitri deciding this matter, | must
consider:

Matter 1: The external envelope

Whether the external claddings to Unit 1 (“the diags”) comply with Clause B2
Durability and Clause E2 External Moisture of th&l8ing Code. The claddings
include the components of the systems (such ase¢héherboards and facings, the
brick veneer, the windows, the tiled deck, the rdatldings and the flashings), as
well as the way the components have been instaliddvork together. (I consider
this in paragraph 7.)

Matter 2: Other clause requirements

Whether Unit 1 complies with the remaining relevelauses of the Building Code,
in particular with Clause E3 Internal Moisture.c@nsider this in paragraph 8)

Matter 3: The durability considerations

Whether the building elements in Unit 1 comply wittause B2 Durability of the
Building Code, taking into account the age of th@éding work. (I consider this in
paragraph 9.)

Matter 4: Amending the building consent

Whether the authority, in response to an applicdtiom the owner, is required to
amend the building consent for the developmentcwimcludes Unit 1, so that Unit
1 has its own separate building consent. That &vmadke it possible for the
authority to issue a code compliance certificateeBpect of Unit 1. (I consider this
in paragraph 10)

The evidence

In making my decision, | have considered the subimisof the applicant, the report
of the expert commissioned by the Department tesadmn this dispute (“the
expert”) and the other evidence in this mattenave evaluated this information
using a framework that | describe more fully ingggaph 7.1.

Another townhouse in the development (“Unit 2”) vilas subject of Determination
2010/115. | have therefore included informatiofiemted for that determination as
part of the evidence in this matter. | have reeéino information about the
construction of the remaining four townhouses mdevelopment.

2 In this determination, unless otherwise stateférences to sections are to sections of the Attaferences to clauses are to clauses of the
Building Code.
3 Under sections 177(1)(b) and 177(2)(d) of the Act
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2.1

2.2

2.3

3.1

3.2

The townhouse complex

The site is in a very high wind zone in terms ofS\@604 and gently slopes to the
west, apart from a steep bank at the western etiteafouth boundary. The site has
been subdivided to provide six properties with safgstitles.

The three-storey-high units were constructed underbuilding consent and are
similar in materials and design, with some variatplanning. As shown in the site
plan sketch in Figure 1, the development consistsdetached unit at the west, three
semi-detached units to the east and a two-unitlimgjlin-between:

Figurel: site plan sketch MOTORUA
(not to scale) STREET

Shared driveway
to Units 3to 6

Subject of
Determination

Subject
townhouse

Names used in
determination

e

Construction of the units is generally conventidigiit timber frame, with concrete
slabs, weatherboard wall claddings, corrugated steécladding and aluminium
windows. The development is within a ‘historic gret’ and cladding materials and
details were therefore designed to accord withrdibédings within the
neighbourhood.

The building work

Unit 1 is a detached building that is fairly simpiegplan. The steep-pitched
corrugated steel gable and hipped roof has no eawesrge projections, apart from
some limited verge projections at gable ends. Qthkling incorporates some
complex junctions and is assessed as having avegkhertightness risk.

Unit 1's foundations include specifically enginegpéles to accommodate a steep
bank at the south west corner of the site. Thargtdloor has a single garage and
entry lobby, with a bedroom, bathroom and laundybomard under the stairs. The
first floor provides the kitchen and a large op&angiving/dining area, with two
bedrooms, a second bathroom and a roof deck athitidefloor level.

4 New Zealand Standard NZS 3604:1999 Timber Frangidings
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3.3

3.4

3.5
3.5.1

3.5.2

4.2

4.3

4.4

Brick veneer cladding is installed to the north lvedlthe ground floor, extending
along the west wall of the garage. All of the ra@mray exterior walls are clad in
traditional rusticated timber weatherboards, wiithiber facings at corners and
around windows and doors.

The specification calls for all framing timberskte ‘Rad P.B.T’, but does not specify
treatment levels. Given the date of constructioh994, | accept that the external
wall framing to Unit 1 is likely to be boron tredtébut | have no evidence as to the
level of treatment in the framing.

The decks

A large tiled deck occupies the southern end ostwond floor; above the first floor
kitchen and dining area. The balustrade cornerglad in weatherboards on the
outside, with decorative panels of open timbetigréletween. On the deck side, the
entire balustrade is clad in fibre-cement sheet.

A second deck extends from the south ground fledircom above the steep bank.
The deck floor is spaced timber decking, with opetber trellis balustrades clad on
the inside with fibre-cement sheet that extenda/éen the top and bottom rails.

Background

The authority issued a building consent to the biger for the townhouse complex
(No. SR4060) on 18 March 1994, under the Buildirog 2091 (“the former Act”).

The construction of Units 1, 2 and 3 commencedpnilA994, with a separate
inspection summary maintained by the authoritytfiat group. It appears that the
initial inspection dates were crossed out and oeglavith new dates when re-
inspections were completed, with notes on individuréts added below.

The authority’s inspections of Unit 1 include:

. foundations on 13 April 1994

. under-slab plumbing drainage and foul water on p&IA994

. cladding/roofing on 23 May and 30 August 1994

. foul water and surface water drains on 9 and 1@ 1994

. preline/insulation and linings/bracing on 22 Jund 80 August 1994

. waste and soil piping on 29 June 1994.

The structural engineer also inspected the spatiifiengineered piles of Unit 1 on
11 April 1994 and the steel portal frame on thehmenn side, confirming this in a

letter to the authority dated 15 July 1994. IudHer statement dated 5 September
1994 covering all of the units, the engineer alsaficmed that:
...on 5 September 1994 we inspected the beams and other aspects structural parts

[sic] which we designed and are satisfied that they are in accordance with our
requirements.
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4.5

4.6

4.7

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

The subdivision was approved in August 1994 anduthits were issued with
individual certificates of title in November 1994nits 1, 3 and 6 passed final
inspections on 5 December 1994 and interim codegptiante certificates were
issued for those units on 15 December 1994.

The developer retained ownership of Unit 2 andrémeaining units were sold during
1995. Itis likely there was an understanding thatdeveloper would obtain a final
code compliance certificate for the complex whésiggworks and landscaping
under the building consent were completed and tispe

The applicant purchased Unit 1 in November 2002saibequently sought a code
compliance certificate, which was apparently refudee to the age of the building.
The Department received an application for a datetion on 13 October 2010.

The submissions

In a letter to the Department dated 13 October 20iapplicants noted that they
had:

...spoken at length and subsequently visited with key persons in the Building
Inspections group at [the authority]. The message that came firmly across is that the
Building Inspections group will not issue a CCC at 8 Moturoa St as all the buildings
are more than 15 years since completion (Dec 1994). It is this [authority’s] policy,
written or unwritten that makes this Application for a Determination necessary.

The applicant forwarded copies of:

. some consent drawings and specifications

. the authority’s inspection summary

. the engineer’s letter to the authority dated 14 19194

. the interim code compliance certificate for Undldted 15 December 1994

. various other drawings, statements and information.

In a letter to the Department dated 28 October 20Dauthority noted that it had
previously submitted a full copy of the recordsttee development, which included
material relevant to Unit 1, in relation to Detenaiion 2010/115. The authority
stated that it believed the determination for Unit

... should be on all Code Clauses with particular focus on B2, E2 and E3. We also
note that the building consent is for six townhouses in total, but the application for
determination is for one unit only. The Council believes that as this unit is a
standalone house it may be possible to amend the consent and separate this unit
from the original consent.

A draft determination was issued to the partiesctonment on 31 January 2011.
The draft was issued for comment and for the patteagree a date when the house
complied with Building Code Clause B2 Durability.

Both parties accepted the draft with non-contersticamments noting that there was
no requirement for a floor drain to the secondifloathroom. The authority
proposed that compliance with Clause B2 was actieweDecember 1994.

Department of Building and Housing 5 30 May 2011
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5.6

5.7

5.8

6.1

6.2
6.2.1

6.2.2

6.3
6.3.1

6.3.2

In response to the draft determination received ddarch 2011 the applicant
disputed any reference to a lack of maintenancenatet! that records of this could
be provided. The applicant also commented onldatathe expert’s report.

| have amended the determination accordingly.

In an email received by the Department on 22 May12the applicant agreed that
compliance with Clause B2 was achieved on 15 Deeert®94.

The expert's report

As mentioned in paragraph 1.5.1, | engaged an ergnt expert to assist me. The
expert is a member of the New Zealand InstitutBwfding Surveyors and inspected
Unit 1 on 2 December 2010; providing a report orD2¢ember 2010. In response
to a query, the expert also commented on the sdtmmddeck in an email to the
Department dated 25 January 2011; and | have iadltlibse comments below.

General

The expert noted that the overall constructionityyappeared to be good, with the
weatherboard junctions ‘straight and tight'. Howehe also observed that,
although the current owner had carried out somat@aance, the paintwork varied
in condition, the timber facings were deteriorafitige deck tiles needed cleaning
and the gutters needed clearing.

The expert noted that the windows and doors had faee-fixed over the
weatherboards, with metal head flashings instaikeat to the facings. The facing
boards butt against the edges of the aluminium ewinitame, with timber plugs
used at the junction of the jamb facings with treathkierboards and no flashing over
the top of the head facing board.

Moisture levels

The expert inspected the interior of Unit 1, notémgns of current or past moisture
penetration indicated by:

. swollen skirtings and elevated moisture levels in:

o the garage — beside the door and along the wekt wal
o the ground floor south bedroom — at the deck door
o the first floor dining area — under the south wiwdo
. damaged paintwork to the second floor south cellinder the false chimney

. ceiling nails popping second floor north ceilingdenthe bay window roof

The expert investigated the above signs of moidiyraking invasive moisture
readings and noted no elevated readings in thenddtmor ceilings. However, the
expert recorded:

. 16% to 18% in the bottom plate of the garage
. 18% and 26% in the bottom plate to the ground flwedroom deck door
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. 20% in the bottom plate under the first floor dmerea south window.

6.3.3 The expert also observed signs of deterioratiohiwiexterior timber facings and
trim, and recorded moisture levels within the ciaddimber of:

. 32% in the trim at the junction of the timber déckhe weatherboards
. 40% and soft timber in the sill facing to the wieay window
. 24% and rusting nails in the sill facing to a fiflsior east window

. 40% and soft timber in the sill facing to the grddloor bathroom window.

6.4 Commenting specifically on the external envelope,dxpert noted that:

Clearances

. on the west and east elevations, the weatherbedétds butt against adjoining
ground or paving, are buried under garden soilamehinsufficient clearance,
with decay to the bottom of some weatherboards

. the ground floor timber deck’s ribbon plate is fixdirectly against the
weatherboards, with decking butting against thdditag and no allowance for
drainage — resulting in high moisture levels inlogom plate at the junction

. the inner cladding to the second floor deck baausrbutts against the deck
tiles and is allowing moisture to be absorbed thfibre-cement sheet

Windows and doors
. junctions of the timber facings with aluminium jeny frames are unsealed

. there are gaps at the top of the head facings wdlictv moisture to penetrate
behind the boards — resulting in deteriorationahfwork, corroding nails and
soft timber in some areas

. there is a gap at the head of the garage west windo
. there is no head flashing above the garage door

The brick veneer

. the high moisture levels in the bottom plate tolihek veneer walls require
further investigation, taking into account:

o the lack of ground clearance and weep holes ilatm brick course
o the lack of visible flashings to the junction witie upper weatherboards

General
. tiles to the second floor deck need to have thafases cleaned

. some tiles are loose at the edge of the interrtakigexposing the deck
membrane

. for the second floor, further investigation is neganto cause(s) of:

o damaged paintwork to south ceiling, under the falsmney
0] nails popping in the north ceiling, under the bagdew membrane roof.

Department of Building and Housing 7 30 May 2011
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6.5

6.6

6.7

Commenting on internal moisture (Clause E3), theeedhoted that:

. the low sill to the window bath shower in the grddloor bathroom is subject
to shower spray and lacks an impervious surface

. the sealant to the bath shower in the ground thasrdeteriorated; pulling
away from the wall tiles and risking water enterihg framing behind.

Commenting on the other relevant code clausegxpert also noted that the
bathroom window sills are low, with no safety gléStause F2).

A copy of the expert’s report was provided to tletips on 14 January 2011.

Matter 1: The external envelope

7.

7.1

7.2
7.2.1

71.2.2

7.3

7.3.1

Weathertightness

The evaluation of building work for compliance witie Building Code and the risk
factors considered in regards to weathertighthase been described in numerous
previous determinations (for example, Determina664/1).

Weathertightness risk

Unit 1 has the following environmental and desigat@ires which influence its
weathertightness risk profile:

Increasing risk

. Unit 1 is three-storeys high and sited in a veghhwind zone

. although fairly simple in plan, the building incleglsome complex junctions
. there are generally no eaves to shelter the clgddin

. there is a second floor tiled deck, with clad bmages, above the dining area
. there is a timber-framed deck attached to the gidloor level

. although external wall framing is likely to be tred, the treatment level may
be insufficient to resist decay if the timber albsoand retains moisture.

When evaluated using the E2/AS1 risk matrix, tHea&ures show that all elevations
of the building demonstrate a high weathertightmesgsrating. | note that, if the
details shown in the current E2/AS1 were adopteshtw code compliance, the
horizontal rusticated weatherboards would requdeained cavity. However, this
was not a requirement at the time of constructiohd94.

Weathertightness performance

Generally the claddings appear to have been isstall accordance with good trade
practice at the time. However, taking accountefexpert's comments and the
evidence of moisture penetration, | conclude thether investigation and remedial
work is necessary in respect of the following:
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7.3.2

7.4

7.4.1

7.4.2

7.4.3

. investigation of high moisture levels and/or evicenf damage at:

o the north and west garage walls

beside the south deck door to the ground floor domur
under the first floor dining area south window

the second floor south ceiling under the false cleyn
the second floor ceiling under the north bay window
. cladding clearances between:

o O O O

o the weatherboards and the adjacent ground or paving

o the brick veneer and the adjacent ground or paving

o the fibre-cement balustrade cladding and the diéask t

o the ground floor decking and ribbon plate and tleatverboards
. for the windows and doors:

unsealed junctions of the facings with the windoanfes
the gaps at the tops of the unflashed head facings
deteriorating fixings and decay to some timberrfgsi
the gap at the head of the garage west window

the lack of a head flashing to the garage door

. for the brick veneer:

o O O O O

o the lack of weepholes in the bottom course
o0 the junction with the upper weatherboards
. the loose tiles to the second floor deck.

Notwithstanding the fact that the weatherboarddiaeel directly to the framing,
thus inhibiting free drainage and ventilation behthe cladding, | have noted that
the weatherboards are generally installed accordingpod trade practice, in
accordance with traditional practices common atithe of construction. This
assists the performance of the cladding in thisqdar case and can help the
building to comply with the weathertightness andadhility provisions of the
Building Code.

Weathertightness conclusion

| consider the expert’s report establishes thatthieent performance of the external
envelope is not adequate because there is eviddmeeisture penetration into the
cladding and the timber framing. Consequentlynisatisfied that Unit 1 does not
comply with Clause E2 of the Building Code.

In addition, the building envelope is also requited@omply with the durability
requirements of Clause B2. Clause B2 requiresalmtilding continues to satisfy
all the objectives of the Building Code throughtisiteffective life, and that includes
the requirement for the building work to remain theatight.

| note that the cladding materials in Unit 1 ameadly more than 15-years-old, which
is beyond the minimum effective life required fbese elements. In the case of the
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7.4.4

7.4.5

7.5
7.5.1

7.5.2

roofing, | am satisfied that the cladding has remadiweathertight for that period and
has therefore complied with the durability requiesits of Clause B2.

However, in the case of the wall claddings, itpparent that the cladding faults on
the building have been allowing moisture into tfarfing and are likely to continue
to do so in the future. | am therefore satisfieat the wall claddings, including the
windows, do not comply with the durability requirents of Clause B2.

Because the faults identified with the claddingsusdn discrete areas, | am able to
conclude that satisfactory investigation and reettfon of the items outlined in
paragraph 7.3.1 will result in the external envelbping brought into compliance
with Clauses B2 and E2 of the Building Code.

Maintenance

| also note the expert’s comments on the lack ahteaance and the loose tiles to
the second floor deck. Although the expert didatmterve any evidence of moisture
penetration relating to the second floor tiled demigoing maintenance of the tiled
finish is particularly important to ensure the chiligy of the underlying deck
membrane and compliance with Clauses B2 and BH2eoBtilding Code. This will
require regular inspection of the tiles and joimigh prompt repair or replacement
when any signs of deterioration or movement areaot

| also note the expert’'s comments on the lack ahteaance to the timber
weatherboards and facings to Unit 1, which is fikelhave contributed to some
moisture penetration into and damage of these eltsnd=ffective maintenance of
claddings is important to ensure ongoing compliamitle Clauses B2 and E2 of the
Building Code and is the responsibility of the dinly owner. The Department has
previously described these maintenance requirengmtexample, Determination
2007/60).

Matter 2: Other clause requirements

8.

8.1

8.2

Discussion

Taking account of the expert’s report, | concluadat further investigation and
remedial work is necessary in respect of the falhgwtems (relevant code clauses
are shown in brackets):

. in regard to internal moisture (Clause E3):
o the sill surface to the window in the ground flbath shower
0 the deteriorated sealant to the ground floor batwer

. the lack of safety glass in the bathroom windowisi(i€e F2)

Taking account of the expert’s report, the autytsritnspections during construction,
the engineer’s statements and the interim code kange certificate, | have
reasonable grounds to conclude that Unit 1 compligsthe remaining relevant
clauses of the Building Code.
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Matter 3: The durability considerations

9.

9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

9.5

9.6

9.7

Discussion

The authority has concerns regarding the durapaitg hence the compliance with
the building code, of certain elements of the boddaking into consideration the
age of the building work completed in 1994.

The relevant provision of Clause B2 of the Buildldgde requires that building
elements must, with only normal maintenance, comtito satisfy the performance
requirements of the Building Code for certain pési¢‘durability periods”) “from
the time of issue of the applicable code compliareréificate” (Clause B2.3.1).

These durability periods are:

. 5 years if the building elements are easy to acaedseplace, and failure of
those elements would be easily detected duringdhmal use of the building

. 15 years if building elements are moderately dittito access or replace, or
failure of those elements would go undetected dunormal use of the
building, but would be easily detected during ndrmaintenance

. the life of the building, being not less than 5@ng if the building elements
provide structural stability to the building, oeatifficult to access or replace,
or failure of those elements would go undetectethdwboth normal use and
maintenance.

In this case the delay between the completion@bililding work in 1994 and the
applicant’s request for a code compliance certifid¢es raised concerns that various
elements of the building are now beyond their resgpidurability periods, and would
consequently no longer comply with Clause B2 ibdeccompliance certificate were
to be issued effective from today’s date.

It is not disputed, and | am therefore satisfieat #il the building elements installed
in the house, apart from the items to be rectifeahplied with clause B2 on 15
December 1994. This date has been agreed bethe@airties, refer paragraphs 5.5
and 5.8.

In order to address these durability issues whey wWere raised in previous
determinations, | sought and received clarificatbgeneral legal advice about
waivers and modifications. That clarification, ahé legal framework and
procedures based on the clarification, is describguievious determinations (for
example, Determination 2006/85). | have usedddaice to evaluate the durability
issues raised in this determination.

| continue to hold that view, and therefore coneltiaiat:

(&) the authority has the power to grant an appropraddification of Clause B2
in respect of all the building elements if requddtg an owner

(b) itis reasonable to grant such a modification, vapropriate notification, as in
practical terms the building is no different frorhat it would have been if a
code compliance certificate for the building woddrbeen issued in 1994.
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9.8 | strongly recommend that the authority record tre@germination and any
modifications resulting from it, on the propertiefand also on any LIM issued
concerning this property.

Matter 4: Amending the building consent
10.  Discussion

10.1 Unit 1 is part of a larger complex of six residahtinits made up of three free-
standing buildings comprising a single detachechtoouse, two semi-detached
townhouses and three semi-detached townhousesbuildang consent was issued
to cover all three buildings, which means that ankingle code compliance
certificate can be issued for all six units unlégesbuilding consent is amended.

10.2 The owners of Unit 1, the single detached townhpliaee sought this determination
so that a code compliance certificate can be isSuretieir particular unit. In order
for that to happen, the existing building conseaulsd need to be amended, so that
the code compliance of Unit 1 can be dealt witrasgfely from the code compliance
of the remaining five units.

10.3 In previous determinations (for example Determma2009/56) | have taken the
view that the authority has the power under thetdateal with an administrative
issue such as amending a consent that deals watbrtwiore buildings, where an
owner requests the consent be ‘split’ to deal with or more buildings separately.

10.4  During the building process there will often bemge@s in circumstance produced by
design changes, changes to the scope of work pedptse number of buildings
proposed or the timing of completion. Such chamgayg require alterations to the
scope of a building consent and the number of mgklcovered by a consent. A
building consent authority has the power underAbieto deal with such changes in
circumstances by way of amendment to a consemtlitec$f particular buildings.

10.5 I consider the basis for the decision reached ited@nation 2009/56 also applies in
this instance, and that the authority can amenddilding consent to create a
separate building consent for Unit 1, in responsa tequest to do so by the owner.
The amendment of the original consent will enabédwner to apply for a code
compliance certificate for Unit 1 without requiritige cooperation of the owners of
the remaining five units within the development.

11. What is to be done now?

11.1 A notice to fix should be issued that requiresapplicant to bring Unit 1 into
compliance with the Building Code, including theestigations and defects
identified in paragraph 7.3.1 and paragraph 8.inbtispecifying how those defects
are to be fixed. It is not for the notice to foxdpecify how the defects are to be
remedied and the building brought to compliancéhe Building Code. Thatis a
matter for the owner to propose and for the autyéoi accept or reject.

11.2 | suggest that the parties adopt the following psscto meet the requirements of
paragraph 11.1. Initially, the authority shoulslus the notice to fix. The applicant
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11.3

12.

12.1

12.2

12.3

should then produce a response to this in the @randetailed proposal, produced in
conjunction with a competent and suitably qualifeison, as to the rectification or
otherwise of the specified matters. Any outstagdiiems of disagreement can then
be referred to the Chief Executive for a furtherdang determination.

Once the matters set out in paragraph 7.3.1 araypph 8.1, including any further
defects discovered during investigations, have Ibeetified to its satisfaction, the
authority may issue a code compliance certificateegpect of the building consent
amended as outlined in paragraph 10.

The decision

In accordance with section 188 of the Building 2004, | hereby determine that:

. the external building envelope does not comply Wdthuses E2 and B2 of the
Building Code

. certain building elements do not comply with ClaaiE8 and F2 of the
Building Code,

and accordingly I confirm the decision of the auilynot to issue a code
compliance certificate for Unit 1.

| also determine that, if so requested by the owhé&mit 1 (at 8F Moturoa Street),
the authority is to amend the original consentreate a separate building consent as
required and as detailed in paragraph 10 above.

| also determine that:

(@) all the building elements installed in Unitdntplied with Clause B2 on 15
December 1994.

(b) the building consent is hereby modified asoiot:

The building consent is subject to a modification to the Building Code to the effect
that, Clause B2.3.1 applies from 15 December 1994 instead of from the time of
issue of the code compliance certificate for all the building elements, except the
items to be rectified as set out in paragraphs 7.3.1 and paragraph 8.1 of
Determination 2011/051.

Signed for and on behalf of the Chief Executivéhef Department of Building and Housing
on 30 May 2011.

John Gardiner
Manager Deter minations
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