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Aftention: Ms. Tammy W. Grove-McClement, B.A. (Hons.), LL.B.

- Re: ““Paisley Hotal

Dear Ms. Grove-MeClement:

| am in receipt of information provided to me in your letter of August 2, 2006 requesting that we review the
building permit application and engineered drawings. In addition to that, | was provided with drawings SO1
to SO6 prepared by Philips Engineering and sealed by Mr. H. A. P. Huitema. These drawings are dated
January 24, 20086.

We have reviewed the information provided to us and we have the following comments.

1. The Court Order under ltem 1 b, ¢ and e refers to “immediate repairs”. Immediate repairs are
described on Pages 9 and 10 of Philips Engineering Limited report dated April 18, 2006, under
“General Conclusions - Areas that Must be Addressed Immediately.” Five (5) items are listed on
pages 9 and 10 of that report which | would interpret are the immediate items referred to in the Court
Order. Details relating to the immediate work are outlined on Sheets SO1 to SO6 prepared by Philips
Engineering dated July 24, 2006. On Drawing SO1, there is a note which reads "these drawings are
prepared as the first phase in the building structure® and relate to public safety. In my opinion, if a
building permit is to be issued, it would have to be conditional upon submission of a future building
application and associated drawings and specifications relating to occupancy”.

2. Of the five (5) items listed on page 9 and 10 of the Philips Engineering report dated April 18, 2008,
Itemn 3 “Reinstatement of Support, Ete.”, is, in my opinion, only partially addressed in the drawings
submitted in that temporary support is provided, but not reinstatement of support due to compromised
wood beams, joists, etc., including replacement of the affected members or incorporation of new
columns and suitably sized footings. Details relating to my opinion are described specifically in my
attached “Review of Drawings SC1 to SOB".

3. On Page 10 of the April 18 Philips repor, ltem 4 describes “Repair of the roof framing and roofing
systems, etc.” This item states that there is considerable water ingress into the building which must
be arrested as soon as possible. In my opinion, the documents provided, do not indicate how the
water ingress will be arrested and how the building will be protected from water entry. In my opinion,
this item is critical to any success of immediate repairs, and should be covered.

4, ltem 5 on page 10 of the Philips Engineering April 18, 2006 report describes “Reinstatement of
masonry foundation wall, etc.”. This itern does not appear to be addressed in the drawings submitted.

Therefore, in our opinion, the “Immediate Repairs” as described on Pages 9 and 10 of the Philips
Engineering Report have not all been addressed in the information provided. The Chief Building
Cfficial does not have all of the necessary information and details in order to issue a building permit
and meet the requirements for immediate repairs as described in pages 9 and 10 of the Philips
Engineering April 18, 2006 report.




