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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
The Compton is a 12-story residential tower that has been constructed above two levels of 
underground parking.  The building, which is located at 1316 West 11th Avenue Vancouver, 
British Columbia, is collectively owned by Strata Plan LMS 4382 (The Strata).  
 
McCuaig & Associates Engineering Ltd. (MAE) was retained by The Strata to inspect the 
structural framing components that support the building.  The building’s structural framing 
system consists of steel reinforced concrete slabs, beams, columns and walls.  
 
The primary purpose of the investigation was to determine if there are any issues that may 
trigger a claim against the building’s structural warranty, which expires on March 28, 2011.  
 
Numerous cracks in concrete elements and building finishes were observed; however, we are of 
the opinion that the majority of the cracks do not indicate structural deficiencies and therefore 
should not initiate a claim against the structural warranty. 
 
ISSUES THAT MAY TRIGGER A CLAIM AGAINST THE STRUCTURAL WARRANTY 
 
1. One of the masonry walls that enclose the generator room has cracked in a step-wise 

fashion.  The cracked wall is not a bearing wall, therefore there are no structural integrity 
issues associates with this item.  We believe that the one of the wall’s functions is to protect 
the generator room from a potential fire. 

 
The cracked wall may initiate a structural warranty claim if: 

 
• The cracks are a result of excessive deflection or vibration of the supporting floor, and; 
 
• The cracks adversely affect the room’s fire resistance rating. 

 
An evaluation by a consultant who has knowledge of the fire resistance ratings of building 
components is recommended. 

 
We estimate that it would cost approximately $2,500 to dismantle and reconstruct the wall.  
Less expensive repair schemes may be available.  

 
2. It was reported that the glazing in the west living room window of Suite 603 cracked, was 

replaced and then cracked again in the same location.  At the time of our inspection the 
cracked glazing was still in place. 

 
The recurring crack may be a result of excessive deflection or distortion of either the floor 
slab or the window frame assembly, in which case a claim against the structural warranty 
may be justified.    
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If the window frame is defective, it may be necessary to replace both the frame and the 
glazing in order to ensure that the crack does not recur.  Our order of magnitude estimate to 
remove and replace the entire window assembly is approximately $15,000. 

 
ISSUES THAT REQUIRE THE STRATA’S ATTENTION THAT ARE UNRELATED TO THE 
STRUCTURAL WARRANTY 
 
We are of the opinion that none of the issues described below require urgent attention. 
 

Item Recommendation 

Isolated leaks through the ground floor slab 
were observed.  

Leaks through the walls on either side of the 
parking area access ramp were observed. 

Leaks into the storage room at the 
southwest corner of the P2 level. 

Water stains were noted at two locations on 
the ceiling of Suite 102. 

Further investigation is recommended to 
determine the source of the leakage and to 
devise a scheme to control leakage through 
the slabs.  

Steel bollards that protect a water pipe from 
vehicle impact are not adequately fastened 
to the supporting floor, rendering them 
ineffective. 

The bollards should be re-fastened to the 
floor slab. 

There are isolated breaches in the water 
proofing membrane that protects the P1 
floor slab.  

The membrane should be repaired with a 
material that is compatible with the existing 
membrane. 

A sealed glazing unit has failed in Suite 803, 
which has caused condensation to 
accumulate between the glazing panels. 

The Strata should determine if the failed 
seal is confined to one location or if other 
glazing seals in other suites have failed.  
Failed sealed glazing units should be 
replaced. The window supplier should be 
contacted, as the sealed units may still be 
under warranty. 

There are no opening restrictors on any of 
the operable windows that we observed.  
This will increase the risk of a person 
accidently falling out of the window and may 
contravene the Vancouver Building By-Law. 

The Strata should confirm that the operable 
areas of windows are at least 39 inches from 
the floor.  If the floor-to-opening distance is 
less than 39 inches, the non-conforming 
window assemblies should be fitted with 
new restrictors that limit the opening width to 
4 inches. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The Compton consists of a 12-story residential tower that has been constructed on top of two 
levels of underground parking.  The building’s municipal address is 1316 West 11th Avenue, 
Vancouver, British Columbia.  The building is collectively owned by Strata Plan LMS 4382 (The 
Strata).  

The two levels of underground parking are referred to as P2 and P1, with the P2 level being the 
lowest level. 

McCuaig & Associates Engineering Ltd. (MAE) was retained by The Strata to inspect the 
structural framing components that support the building. The primary purpose of this 
investigation is to determine if there are any issues that may trigger a claim against the 
building’s structural warranty.  
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2. TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 
The detailed terms of reference for this investigation are described in the Client/Consultant 
agreement dated February 9, 2011 (Reference Number 20110107-B-CNT-CNT-01-FNL) and 
the proposal entitled: 
 

The Compton   

1316 West 11th Avenue, Vancouver, B.C.  

Fee Proposal For 10 Year Structural Warranty Inspection” 
Proposal Reference Number 20110107-A-QTS-QTS-01-FNL 
Dated: January 13, 2011 

 
The structural components are covered by a 10-year warranty, which is provided by London 
Guarantee.  A copy of the warranty has been reproduced in Appendix A.  The portion of the 
warranty that is relevant to this investigation is summarized below: 
 
3.0 Structural Defects Warranty – 10 years                                                                                                                                            
             
 3.1  This warranty provides coverage for Structural Defects for up to ten years for: 
 (a) any defect in Materials and Labour that results in the failure of a Load Bearing 

part if the new home, and  
 (b) any Defect which causes Structural Damage that materially and adversely affects 

the use of the New Home residential occupancy. 
 
The purpose of this investigation is to review the condition and performance of the building’s 
structural elements, comment on areas of concern, distress, or failure, and provide 
recommendations pertaining to potential warranty claims. 
 
In this report the term ‘structural element’ pertains to an element that is intended to act as the 
building’s primary structural support and generally consists of interior and exterior concrete 
walls, floor or roof slabs, concrete or steel columns, and concrete or steel beams.   
 
Structural elements must be designed to safely resist applied loads that may result from: 

• Self weight; 

• Superimposed dead weight; 

• Occupant live weight; 

• Earthquakes; 

• Wind; 

• Foundation settlement, and/or; 
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• Volumetric changes that may result from temperature differentials or concrete curing 
processes. 

 
For the purpose of this investigation, we have defined a structural defect as follows: 
 

A structural defect occurs when, as a result of one or more of the above applied loads 
(with the exception of earthquake induced loads), a structural element becomes 
damaged or undergoes deflections, deformations or other movement such that safety or 
protection of personnel or property becomes compromised.  

      
The remaining sections of this report will be based on the above definition.  Note that our 
definition of a structural defect may differ from the warranty provider’s definition, which may lead 
to some uncertainty as to whether or not a particular defect is covered by the warranty. 
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3. METHODOLOGY 
 
Prior to our site work, a web based occupant survey requesting information about suspected 
structural issues was conducted.  All of The Compton’s residents were requested to complete 
the survey.  The survey responses have been reproduced in Appendix B. 
 
The Strata provided The Compton’s original construction drawings to MAE to assist with this 
investigation.  The construction drawings that were perused for this investigation are listed in 
Table 1: 
 

Table 1 – Construction Drawings 
 

Drawing Description Consultant 

Structural Drawings S1 to S14 
Issued For Construction -  March 7, 2000 

Read Jones Christoffersen 
Ltd. 

Architectural Drawings A-1 to A-26 
Issued For Construction -  March 7, 2000 

Lawrence Doyle Architect Inc. 

 
 
The construction drawings were perused to become familiar with the project, and, where 
warranted, to become familiar with normally hidden structural components.   
 
MAE conducted on-site visual non-invasive inspections of a representative sample of exposed 
structural elements as well as inspections of representative samples of architectural 
components.  The purpose of the inspections was to determine if there are any indications of 
structural distress, excessive settlement, excessive movement, or excessive deflections.   
 
Areas that were inspected included: exterior walls viewed from the ground, selected balconies 
and the roof, parking areas, public and service areas, stair shafts, roofs and roof level 
mechanical rooms, and the interior spaces and balcony floors of the following suites: 
 

102, 201, 502, 503, 603, 803, 1005, 1201, 1204, and 1205 
 
Our inspections took place on February 28, 2011 (common areas) and March 7, 2011 
(individual suites).  
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4. STRUCTURAL SYSTEMS AND THEIR EXPECTED BEHAVIOUR 
 
The following descriptions of the structural systems that pertain to this project were developed 
from our perusal of the structural drawings, our site work, and our experience with similar 
projects.  Note that due to the non-invasive nature of this investigation there was no attempt to 
confirm the existence of hidden components. 
 
The structural framing that supports The Compton consists of concrete that has been reinforced 
with embedded steel rods (rebar).  This type of structural framing is commonly referred to as 
reinforced concrete, or simply, concrete framing.  In the case of substantial structures, the term 
concrete framing generally implies that the concrete contains embedded rebar. 
 
The P2 slab bears directly on, and is supported by, the underlying soil.  The structural drawings 
indicate that this slab is unreinforced.  The remainder of the floors are supported by suspended 
slabs and thus would contain normal levels of reinforcing.   
 
The underside of the P1 slab and a portion of the underside of the ground floor slab are visible 
from the P2 and P1 levels respectively.  Large areas of the underside of the ground floor slab 
are covered with insulation and therefore are not directly visible. 
 
Concrete is a mixture of water, cement, aggregate (gravel), and various chemicals.  During 
construction the concrete is poured from mixer trucks into forms.  After the concrete has been 
cast, chemical reactions take place between the various components, the result of which is a 
gradual increase in the concrete’s strength. The concrete’s design strength is usually achieved 
in about two to four weeks.  The chemical reactions are referred to as a curing process.  During 
the curing process, the volume of the concrete decreases which causes small cracks to appear 
at locations where the volumetric changes are restrained.  These cracks are referred to as 
shrinkage cracks.  Shrinkage cracks generally occur shortly after the concrete has been cast 
and do not continue to form once the curing process is complete.   
 
Changes in ambient temperature can also cause concrete structures to undergo volumetric 
changes.  If the concrete structure is restrained against the temperature induced volumetric 
changes, temperature cracks can appear or existing shrinkage cracks may expand.   
 
When a concrete structure is loaded it deforms and becomes stressed.  Certain components of 
the concrete stresses are transferred to the rebar, which causes additional cracks to occur in 
the concrete.  These cracks are referred to as flexure or shear cracks.  Flexure or shear 
cracks can occur at any time during the life of the structure.  
 
The absolute deflection of a concrete structure will continue to increase under the influence of 
sustained loading, even if the intensity of the load does not change.  This phenomenon is known 
as creep.  Sustained loading may be due to a slab’s self weight, landscaping or other heavy 
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material that continuously remains in place for a long time.  The influence of creep may cause 
temperature, shrinkage, shear, or flexure cracks to widen over time.      
 
If the concrete and reinforcing steel have been adequately designed, shrinkage, flexure, shear, 
and temperature cracks generally do not have an adverse effect on the concrete’s structural 
properties.   
 
If water is allowed to continually pass through a section of concrete it will increase the likelihood 
that rebar or other embedded metal components will corrode.  The corrosion process causes 
the steel to expand and exert outward pressure on the surrounding concrete.  Eventually, the 
outward pressure will cause the concrete to delaminate and spall away.  If corrosion occurs in 
several adjacent bars and if it is severe enough, the structure’s load carrying capacity will be 
reduced.  It may take several years of water ingress before the level of corrosion is severe 
enough to become a structural concern. 
 
Other consequences of ongoing water ingress through concrete include: 
 
• The appearance of rust stains, which often indicate that the corrosion process has started; 
 
• The appearance of efflorescence, which is a milky liquid that forms when water mixes with 

the lime in the concrete.  The appearance of efflorescence is not detrimental to the concrete; 
however, if it comes into contact with vehicles, it can damage their finish. 

 
• If the water within the concrete freezes it will expand and exert an outward pressure on the 

surrounding concrete.  Several freeze/thaw cycles can cause the concrete to spall away 
and deteriorate.  
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5. OCCUPANT SURVEY RESULTS 
 
Completed electronic surveys were returned from 15 of the building’s 57 suites. One survey was 
conducted by telephone.  Of the 16 completed surveys, two reported cracked concrete either in 
the vicinity of their suite or in the parkade area.  One occupant reported a window pane that had 
cracked, been repaired, and then cracked again. 
 
As discussed in Section 2 (definition of structural defect) and Section 4 (Behavior Of Reinforced 
Concrete), cracked concrete does not necessarily indicate a structural defect.  Nonetheless, a 
representative sample of the cracks reported by the occupant survey were inspected. 
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6. OBSERVATIONS AND DISCUSSIONS – STRUCTURAL ISSUES 
 
Concrete cracks were observed at numerous exterior walls, both above grade and below grade.  
We are of the opinion that all of the observed cracks can be attributed to concrete shrinkage, 
temperature induced volume changes, or routine flexural and shear stresses; therefore, we do 
not consider any of the observed cracks to be cause for concern with regards to the building’s 
structural integrity.  Specific observations and their effect on the building’s structural 
performance are described in the following sub sections.  Some of these observations relate to 
localized failure of adjacent waterproofing assemblies.  An evaluation of waterproofing 
assemblies is beyond the scope of this investigation, however some recommendations for 
further investigation, based on the observations from this study, are presented in Section 7.  
 
We are of the opinion that items 6.1 through 6.5 are not items that justify a claim against the 
structural warranty, however items 6.6 and 6.7 may give rise to a claim.  
 
6.1 P2 Floor Slab 

As previously noted, the unreinforced P2 floor slab is supported by the soil beneath it and does 
not play a role in supporting the building’s structure.  Some floor cracks were noted, which we 
believe are shrinkage or temperature cracks that may have expanded as result of localized 
settlement of the soil below the slab.  Several of the cracks were sealed with flexible sealant, 
which will prevent water from entering the slab/soil system.  All sealants have a finite effective 
lifespan after which they lose their flexibility and/or their ability to bond to adjacent surfaces.  
Good quality sealant that has been installed in accordance with the manufacturer’s 
specifications should provide between five and ten years of reliable service, provided the crack 
does not expand or contract beyond the sealant’s ability to stretch. 
 
Excessive damage to the floor slab may occur if water were to enter the cracks and then 
undergo several freeze-thaw cycles. Considering the absence of reinforcing steel (no corrosion 
can occur), our relatively mild climate, and the fact that the floor slab is two levels below grade 
(freeze thaw cycles are unlikely), we are of the opinion that should the sealant within the P2 
floor slab cracks fail, the effects on the performance of the floor slab would be insignificant.   
 
6.2 Ground Floor Slab 

Fresh efflorescence was noted at two locations – in the vicinity of parking stall #8 and directly 
north of parking stall #25.  There were no visible indications of rebar corrosion and, when 
probed, the concrete in the vicinity of the efflorescence was sound; therefore, we conclude that, 
at the time of our inspection, no significant structural damage had occurred in the vicinity of the 
efflorescence.   
 
The reader is referred to Section 4 and the discussion regarding water ingress through 
reinforced concrete structures.  This issue will be revisited in Section 7 – Non Structural Issues. 
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6.3 Exterior Ramp Walls 

 A ramp provides access to the underground 
parking area.  The exterior walls on both sides of 
the ramp have numerous vertical cracks that 
have been sealed with flexible sealant.  Above 
the ramp the major structural loading on these 
walls is due to the horizontal pressure from the 
soil that is retained by the walls.  The orientation 
of the cracks suggests that they were initiated as 
a result of volumetric changes rather than 
structural loading.  Fresh efflorescence, pooled 
water, and rust stains were observed at some 
cracks – refer to Photo 1.  The concrete in the 
vicinity of the rust stains and efflorescence was 
probed and found to be sound.  The rust stains 
suggest that the deterioration process described 
in Section 4 has begun, although observations 
suggest that the process has not advanced 
enough to warrant immediate concerns.  We consider this issue to be related to a localized 
failure of waterproofing components; therefore this issue will be revisited in Section 7. 
 
6.4 Exterior Tower Walls 

Cracks, which have been sealed with flexible sealant, were observed at all elevations and all 
levels of the exterior concrete tower walls and columns.  We are of the opinion that the cracks 
initiated as a result of the volumetric changes described in Section 4.  There was no indication 
of structural distress in the vicinity of the cracks that were observed up close; therefore, we do 
not consider the presence of these volume change related cracks to be a structural issue. 
 
6.5 Cracked Finishes      

Vertical cracks in the drywall finishes were observed at similar locations in Suites 502, 503 and 
803. Vertical cracks in the drywall finishes were also observed at similar locations in Suites 
1005 and 1205.  The crack locations are indicated in Figure 1 on page 10, which was developed 
from the Architectural Drawing – Typical Floor Plan.  The cracks may have been formed after 
the supporting concrete floor slab experienced long-term creep deflection (refer to Section 4 for 
a discussion pertaining to this phenomenon).  It is common practice to rigidly connect the 
drywall to primary or secondary structural members; however, movement or deflection of 
underlying structural members cannot be accommodated by the more rigid drywall, causing the 
drywall to crack.  If our hypothesis is correct, the majority of the long-term creep should be 
complete by now; therefore if the drywall is repaired, the cracks may not return. 

 
Photo 1 - Cracked Ramp Wall With 

Efflorescence 
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6.6 Cracked Masonry Wall Between Generator Room And Janitor Room – P1 Level 

The generator room houses the building’s emergency generator, which would become 
operational in the event of a power failure.  The generator may be used to supply power to 
emergency exit lights, fire suppression equipment, one designated fire fighter’s elevator, and 
other emergency equipment.  Several electrical and mechanical conduits pass through the 
masonry walls that enclose the room.  The openings in the walls that that the conduits pass 
through appear to have been sealed with a fire resistant sealant the purpose of which is to 
reduce the likelihood of flames entering the emergency generator room.  We have reason to 
believe that the masonry walls that enclose the generator room have been designed to deter the 
spread of fire from one side of the wall to the other. 
 
One of the masonry walls that enclose the generator room has cracked in a step-wise fashion 
following the mortar joints.  While it is difficult to know for certain what has caused the cracks, 
some possible causes include: 
 
• A minor earthquake; 
 
• Excessive vibration of the floor below or the roof above the wall.  Vibrations may be caused 

by vehicle movement or by the operation of the generator. 
 
• Excessive deflection of the floor below the wall. 
 
The cracked wall is not a bearing wall, therefore there are no structural integrity issues 
associates with this item; however, the cracks in the wall may adversely impact the wall’s fire 
resistance rating.  It is beyond MAE’s area of expertise to evaluate the room’s fire resistance 
requirements. 
 
The cracked wall may trigger a structural warranty claim if: 
 
• The cracks are a result of excessive deflection or vibration, and; 
 
• The cracks adversely affect the room’s fire resistance rating. 
 
Recommended Action: 

6.6.1.  This issue may justify a claim against the structural warranty and should be brought to 
the attention of the warranty provider. 

 
6.6.2   This issue should be brought to the attention of a consultant who has expertise in the fire 

resistance requirements of buildings.  In order to reinstate the wall’s fire resistance rating 
it may be necessary to rebuild it or to apply a fire resistant coating.   

 
Estimated Cost of Repair: 

We estimate that it would cost approximately $2,500 to dismantle and reconstruct the wall.  
Less expensive repair schemes may be available.  
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6.7 Cracked Glazing – Suite 603 

The occupant reported that the glazing within the west living room window assembly had 
previously cracked, been replaced, and cracked again.  At the time of our inspection the 
cracked glazing was still in place.  Refer to Figure 1 for location. 
 
The recurring crack may be a result of excessive deflection or distortion of either the floor slab 
or the window frame assembly.   
 
Although the structural engineer of record is typically not responsible for the design of the 
window assembly, he is obligated to provide the window assembly designer with deflection 
limits that the primary structure (the floor slab in this case) is expected to experience under the 
influence of service loads.  The structural engineer of record is then obligated to ensure that the 
deflection of the primary structure, under the influence of service loads, does not exceed those 
limits.  It is the responsibility of the window designer to ensure that the window assembly is 
designed to accommodate the deflection limits associated with the primary structure.  
Furthermore, the window designer must also accommodate expected window assembly 
distortions that are a result of wind loading.  The design wind loading, which is specified by the 
structural engineer of record, is indicated on the structural drawings. 
 
Failure to accommodate deflections and distortions of either the primary structure or the window 
assembly can cause excessive stresses to accumulate within various components of the 
window assembly.  If the stresses exceed the assembly’s ability to resist the stresses, failure of 
one or more components will occur.  It is possible that the repeated failure of the glazing is due 
to a failure to accommodate deflections or distortions of either the primary structure or the 
window assembly. 
 
Recommended Action: 

6.7.1 The Strata should determine if the cracked glazing described above is isolated to Suite 
603 only or if this condition has occurred at other suites. 

 
6.7.2 Considering that the cracked glazing may be due to the deflection or distortion of either 

the primary structure or the window assembly, this issue may justify a claim against the 
structural warranty and should be brought to the attention of the warranty provider. 

 
Estimated Cost of Repair: 

Our estimate of the order of magnitude cost to remove one existing window assembly in its 
entirety and replace it with a new assembly is presented in Table 2.  Note that economies of 
scale may be realized if more than one window assembly needs to be replaced, however each 
time the swing stage is moved to access a different section of the exterior wall, a charge of 
approximately $200 would be incurred. 
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Table 2 – Order of Magnitude Estimate To Replace One Window Assembly 
 

Item Cost 

Swing stage rental for one week plus set-
up and dismantle: 

$5,000 

Remove finishes as required to access 
the window assembly and then re-instate 
finishes: 

$5,000 

Purchase and install new window 
assembly: 

$1,000 

Consulting fees to provide drawings and 
specifications and to conduct site 
reviews: 

$2,000 

Sub Total: $13,000 

12% HST: $1,560 

GRAND TOTAL: $14,560 
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 7. OBSERVATIONS, DISCUSSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS – 
NON STRUCTURAL ISSUES 

 
During the course of our inspection of the building’s structural components numerous collateral 
observation were recorded which, although non–structural and outside the scope of this 
investigation, should nevertheless be brought to the attention of The Strata.  The pertinent 
observations, along with recommendations for further action by The Strata where warranted, are 
described in the following paragraphs.  The list below is for information only and should not be 
considered a complete list of items that require The Strata’s attention. 
 

7.1 Water Ingress – Ground Floor Slab 

Refer to Item 6.2. 
 
The consequences of water passage through the ground floor slab are discussed in 
Section 4.  The source of the leakage may be difficult to determine considering: 
 
• The top surface of the slab is covered with landscaping; 
 
• The water may enter a breach in the protective membrane at one location, travel along 

the top surface of the slab (in the plane between the underside of the membrane and 
the top surface of the slab), and then penetrate the slab through a crack, thus the 
location where the water appears on the bottom surface of the slab is not likely aligned 
with the top surface entry point.  

 
Recommended Action: 
Further investigation is recommended to attempt determine the source of the leakage and 
to devise a scheme to control leakage through the slab.  
 

7.2 Leakage Through Ramp Walls 

Refer to Item 6.3. 
 
The consequences of water passage through the walls are discussed in Section 4.   
 
Recommended Action: 
Further investigation is recommended to devise a scheme to prevent or control leakage 
through the walls.  
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7.3 P2 Storage Room – Southwest Corner – Water Ingress 

There are two pipes that pass through this room’s ceiling.  Water is leaking through the 
slab openings that the pipes pass through – see Photo 2.  Note the water stains on the 
floor.  The stains on the floor suggest that water regularly pools against the storage room 
wall.  If the water is passing through the opening in the slab rather than through the slab, 
the assembly will not likely suffer any damage as a result of this water ingress and water 
related damage would be confined to items that may be stored in the room. 
 
Recommended Action: 
Further investigation is recommended to determine the source of the leakage and to 
evaluate the leak’s effect on the performance of adjacent assemblies.  
 

7.4 P2 - Disconnected Bollards 

Refer to Photo 3 – which shows two concrete filled steel bollards that are intended to 
protect a water pipe from vehicle impact.  Each bollard bears on a mortar bed, which bears 
on the P2 floor slab.  There does not appear to be any mechanical connection between 
the mortar beds and the floor slab.  The mortar beds have deteriorated and the bollards 
move easily when shaken.  We are of the opinion that in their present state, the bollards 
would not be capable of resisting a reasonable vehicle impact. 
 
Recommended Action: 
The existing mortar should be removed and discarded.  The existing bollards can then be 
placed directly on the floor slab.  If the existing bolts are not damaged it may be possible 
to re-use them.  If the existing bolts cannot be re-used, new expansion bolts should be 
used to fasten the bollards directly to the slab.  The diameter of the new bolts should 
match the diameter of the existing bolts.  The new bolts should embed approximately 3 
inches into the floor slab.   

 

 

 
Photo 2 - Water Ingress At P2 Storage Room  Photo 3 - Damaged Bollard Support At P2 
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7.5 Breached Water Proof Membrane – P1 Slab 

A waterproofing membrane has been applied to the top surface of the P1 slab.  The 
purpose of the membrane is to deter surface water from passing through the slab.  
Isolated breaches in the membrane were observed on the east side of the slab at locations 
where top surface cracking had occurred. 
 
Recommended Action: 
The membrane should be repaired to reduce the likelihood of water passing through the 
P1 slab.  The material used to seal the membrane breach should be compatible with the 
existing membrane material and should be selected with due consideration of the width 
and expected movement of the cracks that are to be bridged.  
 

7.6 Suite 102 – Water Stain On Ceiling 

A water stain was observed on the ceiling above the living room – refer to Figure 2 on 
page 17 for location.  The proximity of the water stains suggests that water may be 
entering the building from the exterior. 
 
Recommended Action: 
Retain a qualified consultant to conduct a detailed investigation of the exterior of the 
building in the vicinity of the water stain.  
 

7.7 Suite 102 – Water Stain On Ceiling 

A water stain was observed on the ceiling above the master bedroom, adjacent to the 
ensuite bathroom wall – refer to Figure 2 on page 17, which was developed from the 
original architectural drawing – ground floor plan, for location.  The proximity of the water 
stain suggests the source of the water may be either a plumbing line or the exterior. 
 
Recommended Action:  
Retain qualified consultants to review the plumbing drawings and to conduct a detailed 
investigation of the exterior of the building in the vicinity of the water stain.  
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7.8 Suite 803 – Moisture Build-Up Between Glazing Layers  

Moisture build-up was observed between two layers of glazing in the bedroom window 
assembly.  The moisture build-up suggests that the seal between the two glazing units 
has failed.  A failed seal will result in increasing levels of condensation between the two 
layers of glazing as well as a reduction of the window assembly’s resistance to heat 
flow.  The reduced resistance to heat flow will increase energy costs. 
 
Recommended Action: 
The strata should conduct a survey to determine if similar conditions exist at other 
windows.  It is unlikely that this is an isolated occurrence.   Once the number of affected 
windows are known, The Strata should contact the general contractor and/or window 
manufacturer to review the concerns.  The sealed units may still be under warranty.  
The window manufacturer can advise the strata on the best method to replace the 
failed units.  
 
As the windows age, increasing numbers of failed units should be anticipated.   
 

7.9 All Inspected Suites - No Restrictors On Operable Windows 

We noted that none of the operable windows that we observed were fitted with 
restrictors.  The Vancouver Building By-Law (VBBL) specifies that restrictors are 
required where the window opening is less than 39¼ inches (1 meter) from the floor or 
other permanent climbable surface.  The purpose of the restrictors is to prevent 
persons from climbing through the window by preventing the window from opening 
more than 4 inches. 
 
Recommended Action 
Further investigation is recommended to determine if the windows meet the fall 
protection requirements that are specified in the Vancouver Building By-Law.  If the 
requirements of the VBBL have not been satisfied, the affected windows should be 
fitted with appropriate restrictors. 

 
 
The recommendations described in Items 7.1 to 7.9 do not require urgent attention.  Prior to 
addressing the issues noted above, The Strata may wish retain a consultant to review and 
evaluate the condition of all of the building’s major systems including: 
 
• Electrical; 

• Fire suppression; 

• Roof Assemblies – at the main roof level and beneath the landscaped areas at the ground 
floor level; 



 
Structural Warranty Review – The Compton 

1316 West 11th Avenue, Vancouver, BC 
          Page 19 March 18, 2011 

• Vertical building enclosure assemblies, including wall, window and door assemblies; 

• Mechanical equipment including boilers and exhaust fans, and; 

• Plumbing. 
 
The above noted systems are composed of components that require regular maintenance and 
renewal.  For example, the membrane that protects that parkade roof from water ingress will 
likely require replacement when the building is fifteen to twenty years old.  Considering that 
access to the membrane is only possible after all of the landscaping has been temporarily 
removed, the total costs associated with replacing the membrane may exceed $750,000.   
 
An evaluation of the above noted systems will facilitate preparation of a realistic maintenance 
and renewal budget which will enhance the strata’s ability to manage the building’s maintenance 
and renewal projects. 
 
McCuaig and Associates has the expertise to assist the strata with implementation of the 
recommendations listed above as well as prepare a long-term maintenance and renewal budget 
for this building. 
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8. FINAL REMARKS 
 
It should be noted that inspections that are described in this report were limited to the areas and 
assemblies that are specifically noted in the report.  No testing or dismantling of any assemblies 
was performed, no structural analysis was performed and inspections were made on a random 
basis with no attempt to review or inspect every element or portion of the building, therefore, it is 
possible that some deficiencies may not have been discovered.  Our comments are not a 
guarantee or warranty of any aspect of the condition of the building whatsoever. 
 
This report was prepared by McCuaig and Associates Engineering Limited (MAE) for the 
account of Strata Plan LMS 4382.  MAE accepts no responsibility for damages, if any, suffered 
by any third party as a result of decisions made or actions based on this report.  The 
observations and recommendations that are described in this report are not intended to replace 
detailed engineering specifications and therefore the recommendations contained in this report 
should not be used as the basis of a contract to perform remedial work on this building. 
 
We trust this meets your requirements at this time, and should you have any questions or 
concerns, please contact our office. 
 
MCCUAIG AND ASSOCIATES ENGINEERING LTD. 
 
Prepared by: 
 
 
 
 
 
Paul Good, P.Eng. 
 
 
Reviewed by: 
 
 
 
 
Andrew Leonard, P.Eng. 
 
 
 
 
 
Ref. No. 20110107-C-RPT-RPT-01-FNL 
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McCuaig & Associates  

Engineering Ltd. 

 
201 – 33 East 8th Avenue 

Vancouver, BC    V5T 1R5 
Phone: 604-255-0992     
   Fax: 604-255-1054 

 
 
 
RESIDENT SURVEY FOR STRUCTURAL ASSESMENT FOR 10 YEAR WARRANTY 

The Compton  1316 W. 11th Avenue, Vancouver, B.C 
  

The 10 year warranty on your building’s structural systems will expire soon.  McCuaig & Associates is conducting an assessment of 
the structural components that support your building in order to determine if there are any issues which may trigger a warranty claim.  
Typical structural components include concrete or steel walls, floors, balcony floors, beams and columns.  Structural defects might 
include excessive deflections, settlements, cracking, spalling concrete, exposed reinforcing steel, corrosion, or other deterioration.   
 
The field work portion of our investigation is tentatively scheduled for the week of February 21, 2011, at which time we will be 
inspecting common areas, service areas, roofs and a selection of individual suites.  Individual suites selected for inspection may 
depend on the results of this survey.  
 
In order to assist us with this investigation, please fill out this form and email or fax it to McCuaig & Associates Engineering Ltd. no 
later than Thursday February 17, 2011 after which we will contact the owners of the suites that we wish to inspect. 
 
Email to:  paul@mccuig.net 
Fax to:  604 255-0992  
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Paul Good at our office. 
  
NAME:  
 
UNIT #:  
 
PHONE NUMBER WHERE YOU CAN BE REACHED DURING THE DAY: 
 
Are you aware of any deficiencies as described above that you think might give rise to a structural warranty claim?  Please report 
deficiencies that may be in your suite, in the parkade or other common areas that you frequent.  Please be as specific as possible, for 
example “crack noted in Level P1 parkade, near stall #100” 
 



Resident Survey Results - The Compton

Unit: Response

102 Evidence of water ingress in bedroom, ceiling, southeast corner of room. I had national air 
technologies come and `blow-out` the dryer duct, as it was suggested by the property manager 
that that was the likely cause...however this appears unlikely because 1) the dryer duct  does not 
route thru that area, and 2) the N.A.T. technician said he was getting very good airflow thru the 
duct even before he hooked up the blower. 3) subsequent investigation by rudy fehr indicated 
probable cause as being flashing/caulking at bay window of suite above unit 102 ( ie unit 202 ?)-

103 We're not aware of any deficiencies.

202 NO

205 None.

301 No.

302 Survey taken via telephone call with Occupant:
Cracks noted in ceiling of Parkade Level P2; no issues noted in Suite.

304 None as noted

403 No.

501 Noticing a lot of water condensation on the bedroom's windows during the colder winter months.

Dents on the balcony wall (outside the wall).

504 I have not noticed any problems.

603 in 2002 the lower window in the southwest corner of the living room cracked due to what we 
believed was building settlement . It was replaced in early 2003 but in 2004 cracked again . I 
reported this to our Property Manager but then she left and there has not been any follow up .

701 no structural defects noted

805 None that I know of

1102 none

1105 An appearance of small brown, slightly gummy patches on all 4 (four) east-facing window sills in 
January 2011.  They appeared to be dried condensation?  My painter who had been painting my 
suite just before Christmas came in January to finish re-touching.  He inspected these patches 
and felt that they were somehow coming from the exterior. 

They were wiped off with a moist towel.  Definitely, I am concerned if there are exterior cracks 
that may be wicking moisture into my suite, perhaps coupled with high wind?  I have lived here 
since Aug. 2009 and this is my 2nd winter in my suite.  Nothing like this has occurred before.

1203 Exterior wall by balcony has cracks.

Ref. No. 20110107-C-RPT-TBL-01-ResidentSurveys


