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Flexi Magazine is a regular publication 
serving CANZ members, their clients and 
customers, and the industry as a whole.   
Complementing our new refreshed website, 
www.composites.org.nz, Flexi brings you 
industry news and developments, looks at 
our key people in profiles, brings you  
members’ latest achievements and keeps 
you up to date with conferences, training 
and meetings of value to your organisation. 

 

B 
Y THE TIME those in our industry 
read this, the committee of CANZ 
looking into the draft Health and 
Safety at Work (Hazardous Sub-

stances) Regulations 2016 would have forwarded 
our submissions to allow us to remain on the right 
side of the law and our own ledgers. 

 The  Draft for Consultation, which we trust all 
members have been thoroughly reading, is es-
sentially unchanged from the Act introduced in 
2004, despite intense lobbying by several of our 
members.  

There was an indication regulators had recog-
nised a problem for the Composites industry and 
were to make changes, but none have been seen.  

Spare a thought for CANZ committee members 
Steve Bond and Glenn Campbell who, for the 
benefit of the wider membership, spent a            
significant amount of their Christmas holidays 
wading through 524 pages of the new draft 
HASNO regulations. The CANZ executive thanks 
them for their efforts on behalf of all members.  
Here is their report . . . 

(A summary of the CANZ submission appears on P2) 

What the draft Regulations have done however, 
is add the teeth, detailing potential fines for 
breach of each and every part. And they are 
SUBSTANTIAL, potentially having severely 
damaging, if not fatal, consequences on any 
business that may fall prey to these.  

Our (those on the committee working to get 
changes) hope is, that the submission form we 
sent out for all in the industry to submit individu-
ally to support the one from CANZ, was done in 
great numbers. They may be swayed. If ever 
there was a time for the industry to participate, 
this was it. 



the non-flammable 
acetone  

replacement  
system 

It was originally believed that come 
5th April, inspectors could be knocking 
on our door with the ability to fine us 
heavily. However, the number of sub-
missions already received has them 
talking and commencement could be at 
least three to six months away now — 
most encouraging. 

It was also declared they were only 
looking for submissions on a narrow 
range of topics “as the balance, 90 per 
cent, have been in place for years, and 
decisions on them have already been 
made” — most depressing. 

It became apparent to us that our 
contact on this aspect was unaware of 
any problem with our industry. So it 
appears that our previous lobbying to 
inspectors and others has not been 
passed on. 

We do have some good allies 
among us and they are putting forth 
numerous submissions themselves, 
including the creation of a Type 0 
building, which will cover most of our 
industry. 

The one strong recommendation 
however, is one that has been pro-
moted in several articles before. That is 
unless you can absolutely guarantee 
that you are totally compliant, you 
should complete an application for 
variation. (see panel at foot of this 
article). A bit of work and $870.00 
(incl), but it’s your last chance to pre-
sent your case, that your business and 
systems are good, as is. 

If submitted prior to the Regulations 
coming into force, if passed, it will be 
permanent. If you submit it later, it will 
be for five years only then reviewed. 
Conditions will most likely be imposed 
during that five years, which will be 
steering you toward the rules as is. 

The CANZ submission as distributed 
(summary at right), although encom-
passing more than what they were 
seeking, will not be lost. We will take 
that and continue to chip away until we 
have something we can all operate 
under, without fear of losing our shirts , 
when the doorbell rings. It’s effective-
ness will be dependent on numbers. 

We trust you played your very 
important role in that. � 

- Steve Bond, Glenn Campbell. 

Proposed HASNO    
regulations             
given teeth 

FIBREGLASS manufacturers led by the 
Composites Association NZ have for many 
years worked hard to improve health and 
safety in our Industry. 

We published our own Industry Code of 
Practice in 1982 and have in recent years 
prepared a draft Code of Practice to meet the 
requirements of the HASNO Act. 

The draft Health and Safety at Work 
(Hazardous Substances) Regulations 2016 
represent a critical time for our industry,  espe-
cially the small and medium manufacturers 
throughout the country. 

It is vital therefore, that we as an industry 
work together to create beneficial change for 
members and not stand by and watch broad-brush HASNO regula-
tions create undue hardship and, worse, business capitulation. 

Accordingly, CANZ has committed significant time and effort into 
presenting a submission to be considered by regulators. 

We have focussed on Parts 10 and 11 in our submission, which 
was presented at the end of February. 

 For many years, we as an industry have identified that Acetone 
(3.1B) is by far the most hazardous substance that is used by our 
members. However, the draft regulations as written continue to 
impose the same restrictions for 3.1B such as Acetone on styrene-
based resins (3.1Cs) that are a base component for the manufac-
ture of FRP components. 

We have urged MBIE to develop regulations that are based on 
relative risk rather than expediency and create a framework that 
differentiates between highly flammable 3.1Bs and the far more 
benign 3.1Cs such as styrene-based resins.  

Styrene-based resins (3.1C) and the solvent acetone (3.1B) are 
two key hazardous, flammable substances handled by the majority 
of fibreglass manufacturing companies including CANZ members. In 
our detailed submission, we have pointed out to regulators that the 
draft regulations will severely affect our Industry because the major-
ity of our members cannot achieve compliance with the regulations 
as written.  

The key issue is that the regulations as proposed are acceptable 
for acetone (3.1B) but are overly restrictive for styrene-based resins 
(3.1C), which are used in large volumes by our industry. Styrene-
based resins are far less dangerous and the controls for these 
substances should be adjusted to reflect this.  

Our submission makes the point that we as an Industry Associa-
tion have for many years identified Acetone (3.1B) as a dangerous 
substance and our Code of Practice has focused on restricting 
acetone use to specific areas and reducing quantities. We promote 
at our annual conference the use of alternatives to acetone. Some 
of our members have successfully gone “acetone free”.   

However, the use of styrene-based resins (3.1C)s is in the order 
of 50 to 1 or more when compared to 3.1Bs by volume. Fibreglass 
manufacturers in New Zealand use about 4000 tonnes a year of 
styrene-based resins (3.1C). Most facilities have dangerous goods 
stores and use up to several tonnes per day of 3.1Cs when operat-
ing at peak production.  

“We strongly urge MBIE to consider the relative risk and punish-
ing cost of compliance when reviewing the Quantities for 3.1Cs as 

hazardous locations, hazardous 
atmosphere zones and separation 
distances. We suggest that the 
trigger volumes and quantities for 
3.1Cs should be 50 times greater 
than those for 3.1Bs to reflect the 
relative risk,” our submission said. 
We also submitted that the building 
requirements in 11.16(2) for factories 
where these materials (3.1B and 
3.1Cs) are used needs to have a 
provision for grandfathering existing 
manufacturing facilities through other 
means of reducing risk beyond just 
building materials. These provisions 

would include automatic firefighting (sprinklers) and increased 
separation distances. In this way, manufacturers could demon-
strate that they have achieved a similar level of safety with their 
existing facilities without facing punitive costs and unachievable 
standards for existing buildings that are fit for purpose.  

Concerning the specific areas that MBIE has requested 
feedback, we feel that the draft regulations around Approved 
Handlers are an improvement over the current regulations. The 
proposal that Approved Handlers are 
only necessary where those substances require controlled 
substance licences (explosives and poisons) logical. We believe 
that it is important that all staff using hazardous substances 
common in our industry should be trained in how to safely use 
and properly store the materials. Consequently, the current 
requirements and additional compliance costs to certify a few 
key members and then ensure that they are available for all 
movements has not been a practical solution for small manufac-
tures and provides no increased level of safety. 

We have also submitted that there should be an emphasis 
on education and warnings as the first step of enforce-
ment rather than the focus in the current draft regulations on 
punitive Infringement fees.  

Overall, our review (within the limited time period provided) 
has found that the regulations are much clearer than the EPA 
regulations that they replace. Nevertheless, one of the issues 
for our members over the past few years has been inconsis-
tency of application and enforcement by Inspectors. To reduce 
this risk, there are some areas where we recommend clarifica-
tion of the requirements to ensure that they are not left open to 
interpretation. 

We look forward to working with MBIE in developing a Code 
of Practice that will consider the specific needs of our industry 
and addressing areas around finding practical solutions for 
existing manufacturers who cannot comply with the draft regula-
tions as written. As written, these regulations would have a 
large negative impact on many of our manufacturers resulting in 
punitive costs of compliance and likely many small and medium 
manufacturers being forced to exit an industry that would no 
longer be economically viable. This would result in a loss of 
highly skilled technicians and export income, CANZ said in its 
submission. � 

 

The draft Health and 
Safety at Work 
(Hazardous Substances) 
Regulations 2016         
represent a critical time 
for our industry. It is vital 
that we as an industry 
work together to achieve 
workable outcomes. This 
article summarises our 
submission to the        
Ministry of Business,  
Innovation and            
Employment (MBIE) on 
proposed regulations. 

 

We have       
specific needs 

Broadbrush 
doesn't suit 

In a Code of Practice Update 
published in Flexi in 2014, Steve 
Bond recommended that anyone 
who thought they might have 
trouble with compliance to com-
plete an Application for Variation 
form ER-AF-HSC-05-2 200108. 
Steve advises that this still valid, 
although it has changed to a 
Worksafe form. 
It is available on: 

 http://www.business.govt.nz/worksafe/
notifications-forms/hsno-activities-
certification-qualifications-licensing/
certification-of-equipment-plants-
buildings/buildings-for-flammable-
oxidising-substances 

 (at the bottom of the page).  

While titled as for a change in 
separation distance, it can also be 
used for other matters, Steve 
advises. � 

Variation form 



O 
NE OF THE most important parts of the Copy-
right Act for artists, software developers, 
designers and other creators of original 
works – and their clients – is the 

“Commissioning Rule”. 

This Rule (contained in section 21 (3) of the Copyright 
Act 1994) provides that, where an original work is created 
on a client’s instructions for a fee (or other reward), then 
the client (not the creator) owns the copyright in the work. 

The Commissioning Rule applies to a broad range of 
works including photographs, software, paintings, draw-
ings, maps, charts, plans, engravings, models, sculptures, 
films, and sound recordings. It does not apply to literary 
works such as novels or magazine articles. 

We often receive inquiries (from both creators and 
commercial clients alike) who have an incorrect under-
standing about the Commissioning Rule (or none at all), 
and find themselves in difficult situations as a result. 

Common misunderstandings include creators who 
believe that: 

•  Until they are paid for their work by their client, the 
copyright still resides with them; 

•  By putting a copyright notice on the works when 
delivered, they retain or reserve copyright; or 

•  If there is no written agreement with the client (i.e. an 
informal commissioning) then copyright remains with them. 

It is important for creators and clients to consider the 
Commissioning Rule and appropriate ownership arrange-
ments, before undertaking a project. A variety of compli-
cated problems can arise if new works are created without 
appropriate ownership arrangements, including: 

•  Creators can lose ownership of copyright without 
intending to do so (and without receiving payment); 

•  Works can be created which comprise a mixture of 
pre-existing and new content (e.g. derivative/next genera-
tion designs or new versions of existing software), with 
potentially mixed copyright ownership and uncertain rights 
for future use; 

•  A head-contractor in a multi-party supply arrange-
ment may make legal commitments to their client that they 
are unable to deliver, due to the supply terms of the con-
tributing members of the supply consortium; or 

•  Creators (e.g. designers and software developers) 
can lose exclusive control over long-standing copyright 
works (e.g. signature designs, or software library code) by 
including those works in a subsequent commissioned 
supply. 

With the continuing emergence of markets for existing 
copyrighted works (e.g. stock image libraries), and the 
increasing move towards the supply of cloud-based tech-
nology and services, it is essential for creators and com-
mercial entities alike to have a grasp of the copyright laws 
that directly impact on their ability to use, re-license or 
commercialise their copyright works. 

The Commissioning Rule 

Under the Commissioning Rule, when a work is 
“commissioned”, the commissioning party (most likely the 
client intending to pay for the work) is the first owner of 
any copyright in that work, rather than the original creator. 
However, the Commissioning Rule can be modified or 
excluded altogether (i.e. “contracted out”) if both the crea-
tor and the client agree. 

Where there is no agreement to the contrary, the Com-
missioning Rule will apply by default. 

When is a work ‘commissioned’? 

Two requirements must be satisfied for a “commission” to be 
a valid commission under the Copyright Act.  

(1)  There must be an obligation on the commissioning 
party/the client to pay for the work created in pursuance of the 
commission. 

A client’s failure to make payment for a commissioned work 
does not displace the Commissioning Rule, nor does the Rule 
require agreement about the precise amount to be paid. Indi-
rect rewards, or the possibility of a later reward (such as the 
potential for future business or future engagements), may be 
sufficient for the Courts to deem the work as created in pursu-
ance of a commission. The supply of initial works free-of-
charge will not automatically prevent a finding that there has 
been a commission, where the initial works were created to 
secure a future paid engagement. 

(2) The commission (i.e. the order or request for work) must 
predate the creation of the work. (Otherwise, the work cannot 
be said to have been created “in pursuance of that commis-
sion”). 

New Zealand Courts have found that a “commission” does 
not need to be expressly recorded in a contract. The existence 
of a commission can be inferred from the circumstances or 
from the conduct of the parties, even if there is a written con-
tract that omits specific mention of a “commission”. 

Timing is Important 

The timing of the commission is critical. Copyright vests in a 

work the moment that (original) work is created. 
The Commissioning Rule applies to complete as well 

as incomplete works made in pursuance of a commis-
sion, from the time that the work is created. 

If the creator of the work wishes to retain copyright 
(even if only to secure payment), it is strongly recom-
mended that the parties contract out of the Commission-
ing Rule before creating the work, usually by a written 
agreement with their client recording copyright owner-
ship and usage rights for the commissioned work. If no 
agreement is made before a commissioned work is 
created and supplied to the client, then the client owns 
the copyright, even if the work was a preliminary draft 
(e.g. concept drawing or beta version of software). 

If a creator intends to contract out of the default posi-
tion in the Commissioning Rule, it is important they bring 
their supply terms to the attention of the client and 
ensure they are accepted. 

Types of work covered by the 
Commissioning Rule 

As noted earlier, the Commissioning Rule vests 
copyright ownership in the commissioning party for 
specific categories of work. 

The commissioning rule does not apply to literary 
works. Copyright ownership for this type of work will 
depend on the context in which the work was created 
(e.g. in the context of employment) and/or the details of 
any corresponding agreement.   

The exclusion of some types of works from the Com-
missioning Rule can cause unusual situations. For 
example, a customer who commissions computer soft-
ware with an accompanying user manual would, if the 
Commissioning Rule applied, own copyright in the 
software but not the manual, as the latter falls into the 
category of literary works not subject to the Commission-
ing Rule. This highlights the importance of reaching a 
clear agreement on copyright ownership prior to com-
mencing any commissioned work. 

Avoiding disputes 

The Copyright Act allows parties to contract out of 
statutory presumptions of copyright ownership, such as 
the Commissioning Rule. To avoid situations which lead 
to unclear or unintended copyright ownership, an agree-
ment at the outset between creator(s) and client(s) is 
essential. That agreement could cover: 

(1)  Copyright in pre-existing works supplied by each 
party (if any); 

(2)  Copyright in new works created under the com-
mission; 

(3)  Use of third-party copyright or open-source com-
ponents in the work; 

(4)  Copyright in materials/ ancillary works used or 
supplied in the course of creating the commissioned 
works; 

(5) Usage rights, including sub-licensing, territory, 
duration etc.; and  

(6) Moral rights, including attribution rights and re-
quirements. 

Creators who are routinely commissioned should 
adopt sound contracting procedures and terms and 
conditions regarding copyright ownership. In many 
cases, tricky situations and disputes might have been 
avoided had there been a suitable written agreement in 
place from the start. � 

You might design it, but your      
clients could own the copyright 
James Carnie, Principal, Clendons, 
Auckland, takes a look at the    
commonly mistaken assumption  
by many businesses that because 
they designed an object or pattern 
on a client’s instructions, they own 
the copyright to it. 

For more information on matters covered in this 
article, please contact: 
James Carnie 
Partner 
Clendons 
Phone:   +64 9 306 8000 
DDI: +64 9 306 8002 
Email:  james.carnie@clendons.co.nz 
Web: www.clendons.co.nz  
 
Disclaimer: 
This article by its nature cannot be comprehensive 
and cannot be relied on by any person as advice. 
This article is provided to assist readers to identify 
legal issues on which they should seek legal advice. 
Please consult the professional staff of Clendons for 
advice specific to your situation. 



 

SUSAN LAKE 
President 
of CANZ 

The draft regulations for work 
involving hazardous substances 
came out on 18 December – 
right before the Christmas 
break. Consequently, the focus 
for the CANZ Executive for the 
first two months of this year has 
been on reviewing the regula-
tions and ensuring that we 
make the most of this opportu-
nity to submit on changes we 
believe are necessary for the 
future of our Industry. 

The submission deadline has 
now passed and that rush of 
activity is complete. We as an 
Association should recognise 
the efforts of our HASNO com-
mittee which reviewed the 524-
page document over the Christ-
mas break and worked together 
to identify key issues and for-
mulate a strong case for our 
position. Ken Holyoake, Glenn 
Campbell and Steve Bond 
provided the technical knowl-
edge and drive for our submis-
sion. I would also like to thank 
all members who submitted – 
as together, we are a very 
strong voice. Additionally, 
thanks to Tracey Stevenson of 
NZ Marine’s H&S Group who 
worked alongside our team and 
NZ Marine Industry Association 
who added support for our 
submission.  

So what is next? 
While we do not yet know the 

final details, we have around 
three to six months from now 
until new Hazardous Sub-
stances Regulations will come 
into force as part of the Health 
and Safety Act. As Steve Bond 
would say, we cannot stick our 
heads in the sand. We as an 
association need to assist our 
members to prepare for the 
changes that are coming.   

The overall focus of the new 
Health and Safety at Work 
Regulations are about ensuring 
that all members of staff are 
empowered to be responsible 
for their own safety. We have 
identified several areas in the 
draft regulations where CANZ 
should offer training for our 
members and their staff to 
promote best practice in the 
handling of hazardous sub-
stances. So we will be rolling 
out training sessions, writing 
articles in Flexi, updates in 
ICANZ and information on our 
(new & revamped) website to 
prepare members for the new 
regulations. At the same time, 
CANZ will continue to be advo-
cate on behalf of our members 
to MBIE for practical and 
achievable changes.    

— Susan Lake 

Following on from my previous article in 
the December issue of Flexi entitled Gel 
Coats (Part one) “what makes a gel coat”, 
and to ensure we eliminate any potential 
problems, I have listed below a checklist that 
should be incorporated by manufacturers in 
their production processes. 

One does not have to incorporate all of the 
checks below and you may add to it depend-
ing on the application process and the end 
product.  

General 
•  Spray area location.  

•  Spray person.  

•  Type of part being manufactured. 

•  Condition of the mould.  

•  Release system employed and checked 
before application. 

•  Method and sequence of spraying, noting 
potential areas in the mould that require 
attention. 

•  The area where spraying is to take place 
is prepared correctly, such as cleanliness 
and air movement. 

•  Has the gel coat been prepared correctly, 
stirred and brought to temperature? Check 
age of gel coat, the correct colour and record 
batch number. 

•  Check air lines ensuring any moisture and 
oil have been drained from the systems 
traps. 

•  Pre-determined quantity of gel coat re-
quired for the application.. 

Calibration 
•  Record mould and air temperature. 

•  Check spray equipment for spray pattern, 
tip size and pressures.  

•  Check viscosity of gel coat. 

•  If the gel coat is nearing its shelf life, then 
filtering the gel coat would be advisable. 

•  Check catalyst level. For gel coat one 
should stay between 1.5 – 2.5%. Typically 
1.75% when temperatures range between 
20C and 25C. 

•  Ensure the age of the catalyst is in specifi-
cation and use an MEKP that is not too high 
in its hydrogen peroxide content. 

Application 
• Know how much time is required to spray 
the mould, as this will help you with applying 
the correct amount of gel coat. 

• Know what spray distance is required for 
the application of the gel coat. This is particu-
larly important if there are tight radii or deep 
channels to be sprayed. 

• Know how many passes are required to 
achieve 18-20 thou (wet film) thickness of the 
gel coat. The thickness will vary depending 
on the colour and end application. Three 
passes is common when spraying and each 
pass should have the same film build and 
applied at 90° to each previous pass. Use a 
film gauge to check the film thickness. 

• Ensure there is adequate air movement to 
remove any latent styrene vapour. Latent 
styrene vapour will slow the cure especially in 
cold weather and when there is high humid-
ity. 

• Do not apply the first ply of your laminate 
to soon. An easy way to check is to test by 
putting a small quantity of acetone or styrene 
on your finger and wiping the gel coat sur-
face. If you pick up any pigment it is too soon 
to apply any laminate. 

Gel Coat faults  
I have listed below some common 

faults found when gel coats have not 
been catalyzed correctly, so it is impor-
tant to keep within the 1.5 to 2.5% by 
weight range. 

Under catalyzation 
•  Alligatoring/Wrinkling. 

•  Print through (Fibre Pattern). 

•  Sagging or Running (when gel coat is 
applied too thick). 

•  Dull Parts/Softness (Poor Mixing). 

•  Premature Yellowing. 

•  Premature Chalking. 

•  Fading of Colour. 

•  Water Spotting. 

•  Checking (Mud Cracking). 

Over catalyzation 
•  Pinholes/Craters 

•  Delamination (combination of high Initia-
tor levels and too high gel coat film build). 

•  Pre-release (especially in combination 
with high temperatures). 

•  Porosity. 

•  Spot Blisters (droplets of Initiator from 
overspray - external mix equipment.). 

•  Chalking. 

•  Dull Parts. 

•  Print Through. � 

Huge thank you to 
our team — our 
submission is 
your submission 



By Zac Haar 
Factory Manager 
Carboglass 
WELLINGTON 

 

I 
 THINK I must have been told too many times over the years 
“this is what they’re doing in the States” that the comment has 
lost all meaning. It no longer carries the same regard as it 
perhaps did 10 years ago. 

Following a recent trip to the States and the opportunity to meet 
with Bill Kreysler of Kreysler and Associates in Napa Valley however, 
we (Viv and I) have found ourselves raving about the States and what 
“they are doing over there”. 

Kreysler and associates (www.kreysler.com) have an impressive portfo-
lio of projects all over the world, from modern art to architecture and 
everything in between. By far and away, the most impressive is the 
San Francisco Museum of Modern Art. 

SFMOMA is the largest use of composites in a building application 
in the United States. The sheer size of the building is amazing, the 
photos really don’t do it justice. 

As part of a $US630 million refurbishment the almost Oamaru 
Stone like appearance of the panels is both striking and natural. Each 
of the 700 roughly 1.5 metre x 7 metre panels is manufactured from its 
own unique machined mould.  (See http://www.compositesworld.com/articles/
sfmoma-faade-advancing-the-art-of-high-rise-frp). 

In addition Bill’s patented fire rated system meets the requirements 
for fire in the United States (this is how we came across Kreysler – 
more on that another time). 

We managed to catch up with Bill at his facility in Napa over 
Thanksgiving weekend last year. It’s always fun to talk composites 
with someone as fanatical as we are about them. Bill’s enthusiasm is 
contagious and reassuring. We were surprised to learn that the same 
hurdles we face – engineers that can provide producer statements, 
consenting authorities, architects that know it all – have been and still 
are an issue for composite manufacturers in the States. 

To a degree, Bill has managed to work his way around these issues 
and has some practical advice on where to look. For starters, Kreysler 
employs a number of architecture graduates. These guys speak the 
lingo, have great CAD capabilities, and are eager to learn more about 
the possibilities that composites generate. This is also a cost-effective 
way to have architectural input. 

While there are plenty of composite engineers available, there is a 
distinct shortage of those with the requisite qualifications to sign 
producer statements. This is coupled with the lack of knowledge the 
majority of engineers have about composites. 

As Bill tells me: “I’m not going to pay them to learn”. 
Bill has used the approach of building relationships between the 

composite experts and the structural engineers. He has formed rela-
tionships  spanning more than 10-plus years whereby all parties get a 
bit of what they want, to the point of his local engineers being  com-
fortable with most projects, but having easy access to technical sup-
port where it is needed. 

This long-term planning and execution have helped to reassure 
consenting authorities and smooth out the process of using “new” 
materials and acceptable solutions. 

Take the time to check out the website, have a Google. Bill is in-
credibly open about what he does and how he does it. The idea that 
the more the industry grows, the more work for all of us is one that he 
ascribes to. 

Yet something else we have been talking about as an industry. � 

Get out your diaries. 
This year marks a 

milestone for the Com-
posites Association of 
New Zealand. It’s our 
40th birthday! 

This year’s one-day 
conference will feature 
suitable commemora-
tions on 40 years of 
development and assis-
tance to our growing 
membership base. 

The annual confer-
ence will be on 9 Sep-
tember at the Royal Port 
Nicholson Yacht Club in 
Wellington. 

Mark it in your diaries 
now.  

The San Francisco Museum of Modern Art pictured in the images above, is the 
largest use of composites in a building application in the United States. As part of a 
$US630 million refurbishment the almost Oamaru Stone-like appearance of the 
composite panels is both striking and natural. Each of the 700 roughly 1.5 metre x 7 
metre panels is manufactured from its own unique machined mould. 

Celebration 



1 The Association for Composites 

If your work or interest is composites and fibreglass, we 
are the only association that focuses entirely on this 
business today. It helps one keep up with technology 
and other changes, and with our links to overseas 
composites association provides links worldwide. An 
association "Code of Ethics" protects members. 

2 Legislation Assistance 

The composites Association keeps abreast of changes 
and issues guidelines to members. 

3 Own Code Of Practice 

Our very own “Composites Code of Practice” was 
published in 1998 and is the accepted “Code” for our 
industry. All members were able to provide input into its 
development to ensure it was workable. Compliance 
with the “Code” is the best way of meeting NZ health 
and safety requirements. 

4 Annual Conference 

Keeping up-to-date with technology can be as easy as 
attending the Association’s conferences. Overseas 
speakers tell us about new materials, technology and 
equipment. There are hands on equipment and materi-
als demonstrations and an exhibition with ideas and 
information for all. 

5 Regular Flexi  Magazine 

A regular magazine called Flexi is published for mem-
bers to keep them abreast of what is going on in the 
industry in New Zealand and globally. 

6 Industry Training 

The association has led in the development of training 
courses to suit our industry, working in association with 
the New Zealand Marine and Composites Industry 
Training Organisation.  

7 Education, Marketing, Standards 

Members can attend educational evenings to learn 
about materials and techniques. Members can partici-
pate in projects to market composites in New Zealand 
and support the development of accepted standards. An 
example of this was the publication of a “FRP Design 
Manual”. 

8 Low Cost 

The cost to members is very reasonable indeed, in view 
of the comprehensive service provided by the Associa-
tion. This is a great investment for your future in our 
industry. 

Here’s         good reasons 
why you will benefit 

Welcome to new members 

Industrial Fibreglass Solutions 
Timaru 
Tel +64 03 684 8470 
Web: www.industrialfibreglass.co.nz 
 
Innova Composite Helicopters 
Auckland 
Email: support@compositehelicopters.com 
Web: www.compositehelicopters.com 

Flexi Magazine welcomes editorial contributions from 
companies and people involved in the industry. 
Contributions to be considered for publication can be 
sent to the editor Graeme Stilwell by: 
Email — imagineprint@xtra.co.nz 
Phone 0274 322 590. 
Advertising enquiries should be directed to              
Caroline Gibson: 
Email: caroline@composites.org.nz 

 

Dairy farmers in New Zealand and 
internationally are turning to composites in 
increasing numbers as they look for rotary 
dairy platforms that are lighter and 
stronger. 

Waikato Milking Systems is one of the 
largest manufacturers of rotary dairy 
platforms and dairy components in the 
world. 

The company exports to the United States, China, United 
Kingdom, Ireland, Australia and Russia. 

Chief executive officer Dean Bell recently attended the 
World Dairy Expo in Wisconsin, United States, and says the 
company’s Centrus composite decks are showing 
“impressive percentages” in the accelerated use and wear 
environment of 24-hour operations. 

A 
 FRESH new look, improved functionality, online 
tools for the trade and a new section for member 
case studies are key changes in a significant 
upgrade to our website www.composites.org.nz. 

Launched just before Christmas, the new portal has 
attracted positive comments and in the view of CANZ 
Executive Secretary Caroline Gibson, who will manage 
the online resource, offers members a more fully interac-
tive business aid. 

She said the old website was “way out of date, unat-
tractive and difficult to maintain”. 

It was difficult to promote members with clear listings, 
she said. 

The revamp came after careful thought and planning. 
Caroline said about a year was spent researching options 
and website providers. 

“Then it was a matter of going through the draft version 
and tweaking until we were happy and ready for launch. 

The draft was presented to attendees at our confer-
ence in October last year,” Caroline said. 

Accessing the new website is easy and does not require 
a login. Instead members simply send material to Caroline 
who will upload into the respective menus. 

There is no charge for this service, she said. 

A significant advance with the new website is the im-
proved search functionality, which now enables searches by 
keyword, region or company name. 

Caroline said the association was pleased to have the 
new website up and running, providing a better platform to 
promote CANZ members. 

“We look forward to receiving more photos and case 
studies to help showcase our members and to better pro-
mote our industry’s capability. 

“All members are invited to review their listing and advise 
me of any updates needed. 

“Members should also send their company logo to en-
hance their listing,” Caroline said. 

Caroline can be reached at  caroline@composites.org.nz. 

Website                 
upgrade  

improves             
functionality             

for members 

Online tools 
for our trade 

wrapped up in 
a fresh new 

look. 

He said the 60-bail composite platform 
was 80 per cent lighter and five times 
stronger than concrete while the 84-bail 
unit was 80 per cent lighter and eight 
times stronger than a concrete equiva-
lent. 
"The difference in weight and its impact 
on wear, tear and maintenance are 

obvious when you consider that an 84-bail concrete 
rotary platform, without cows, weighs around 45 tonnes 
while a Centrus 84 weighs 8 tonnes. Add 67 tonne of 
cows to both decks and you can appreciate that the 
extreme weight of concrete platforms exacts more wear 
and tear on the support and turning structures requiring 
a higher degree of maintenance than the composite 
alternative,” Mr Bell said. �  

Composite dairy platforms proving popular 


