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Now comes, Eric Moser, first being duly cautioned and sworn, says and deposes the 

following: 

1. I have personal knowledge of all the matters set forth in this Affidavit. 

2. I am employed by the Ohio Facilities Construction Commission, ("OFCC'?) as a Post 

Construction Administrator. 

3. I am the Post Construction Administrator for OFCC assigned to the remediation 

work at the Grand Valley Local School District K-12 new school ("Project"). The remediation 

work on the Project involves a re-roof, masonry work and parking lot work. 

4. As the Post Construction Administrator assigned to the Project, I am responsible, 

on behalf of the OFCC, for the oversight and implementation ofthe remedial Project on behalf of 

the OFCC. 

5. The Grand Valley K-12 Project was originally completed and occupied in late 
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2005. The parking lot remediation was completed subsequent to the occupation date. 

6. The original architect with design responsibilities for the building and the parking 

lot was Buehrer Group Architecture & Engineering, Inc. ("Buehrer"). 

7. Subsequent to occupation, the Project began experiencing water infiltration and 

roof issues which were handled under the roof warranty. The Project also began to experience 

issues with the failure of the pavement in the parking lots. 

8. The roof issues which were observable at the time included water infiltration and 

buckling of shingles throughout the roof. 

9. The Co-owners retained a roofing consultant, Construction Resources Inc. 

("CRI") to examine and evaluate the roofing system. 

10. CRI issued its report on July 19, 2011. Attached to this Affidavit as Exhibit 2 is a 

copy of the CRI Report. Among other things, the CRI Report recommended the Co-owners 

retain an engineer to evaluate the design of the Project. 

11. As the Post Construction Administrator responsible for the files of the Grand 

Valley remedial Project, I certify that Exhibit 2 attached to this Affidavit is a true and accurate 

copy ofthe CRI Report issued July 19,2011, taken from the public files ofthe OFCC. 

12. Based on the recommendation of CRI, the Co-owners retained I A Lewin PE & 

Associates ("Lewin") to evaluate the design. Attached as Exhibit 3 to this Affidavit is the Report 

of Lewin issued October 17, 2011. The Lewin Report found a number of design errors or 

omissions in the design work of Buehrer. 

13. As the Post Construction Administrator responsible for the files of the Grand 

Valley remedial Project, I certify that Exhibit 3 attached to this Affidavit is a true and accurate 

copy of the Lewin Report issued October 17, 2011, taken from the public files of the OFCC. 

2 



14. The successor company to the construction manager on the Project engaged EDP 

Geosciences ("EDP") to evaluate the distressed pavement at the Project. EDP issued a report on 

June 13,2011, with respect to the causes of the distressed pavement. The EDP Report found that 

one of the causes of the pavement distress was the lack of underdrains included in the design of 

the parking lots. 

15. As the Post Construction Administrator responsible for the files of the Grand 

Valley remedial Project, I certify that Exhibit 4 attached to this Affidavit is a true and accurate 

copy of the EDP Report issued June 13, 2011, taken from the public files of the OFCC. 

Further Affiant sayeth naught. 

Eric Moser 

Sworn and subscribed before me on this I 0 day of June 2014. 
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Summary and Recommendations 

Numerous defects are present within the roof assembly at the time of this study. They include the following: 
• Ohio Building Code requires that nails penetrate a minimum of%" into the deck or penetrate through 

the thickness of the sheathing per Table 1507.2. The thickness of the existing deck is 3/4" which 
means that nails should just penetrate the deck since the deck is %" thick. The removed nails were 
measured to be 1.25" long and during the walkthrough in the attic it was also observed that the nails 
penetrated approximately y.j'' in most areas which appears to satisfy the Building Code requirement 
of penetrating the deck. The fastening requirement was further reviewed based on the requirements 
of three shingle manufacturer's, CertainTeed, GAF, and Owens Corning. The manufacturer's had 
similar requirements to that found in Building Code, with the additional requirement of penetration of 
a minimum 1/8". 

• Improper nail ridge caps. The nails used were 1.25" long which is too short to ensure proper%" 
penetration into the deck due to the multiple layers of shingles and ridge vent present. 

• The nails used for securing the shingles were cadmium coated nails which are not an approved nail 
per Table 1507.2 that requires galvanized, stainless steel, aluminum, or copper nails be used. The 
specifications and submittals for the project were not reviewed therefore it is uncertain what nails 
were specified or approved. The fasteners present have begun to rust in areas and will continue to 
deteriorate, especially at the locations of ice damming and leaks. ·In addition, throughout the roof 
areas nails have backed out and created holes in the overlying shingles. Each of these "nail pops" 
are potential points of moisture entry. 

• The use of fire retardant plywood that is highly susceptible to moisfure and is unstable. With the 
lack of a vapor retardant, it is likely that condensation may occur within the roof system from 
humidity and colder exterior conditions, likely to have occurred during building construction but may 
also occur from moisture drive from many human beings in rooms during winter conditions. 

• The vent board was not installed properly. Fasteners were spaced too close to the edge of the 
board. In addition, proper 1/8" gaps were not present between adjoining boards. 

• Based on a letter from Atlas Roofing Corporation dated April 4, 2006, 52 areas had been identified 
on the steep sloped roof areas that required additional fastener installation in order to flatten out the 
insulation boards. This implies that the deterioration of the vented board assembly manifested 
during the first year of the shingle roof assembly. 

• Mold growth was present on the facer of the polyisocyanurate insulation at multiple roof openings. 
• Galvanic reaction appears to have developed at the locations were the copper lightning protection 

cable rests on the galvanized steel deck. 
• The air intake functionality is questionable due to numerous areas where the insulation was installed 

blocking the opening. In addition, even if the air intakes functioned properly the system is 
unbalanced and inadequate ventilation is present. 

• The fascia metal was installed over wood without first installing underlayment. In addition, the metal 
was secured with nails that were exposed in areas. Two sections were observed to be missing 
during the site visits and numerous backed out nails were observed. 

• Reported ice damming and icicle formation in numerous areas during cold weather conditions. 

During the study it was observed that portions of the building have long lengths present without apparent 
expansion joints visible. A Structural Engineer should be hired to determine if adequate expansion 
joints are present in the construction of the building and its roof systems. In addition, the Engineer 
should determine if the movement observed has affected the attachment of the roof system and 
deck components. 

A possible source of deterioration observed was the reported use of natural gas fueled blast heaters during 
construction of the building. These types of heaters produce large amounts of moisture as the result of 
combustion. This moisture would have been able to come into contact with the roof system components 
and during cold exterior temperatures may have caused condensation in the roof components, including the 
plywood substrate that may have contributed to the plywood become unstable and warping. 
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It is recommended that the existing roof assembly be removed down to the existing steel deck. Areas of 
deterioration will need to be restored or replaced at this time. All copper lightning protection cables should 
be removed and replaced with aluminum components. Galvanic damaged roof deck would need replaced. 
A new roof assembly should consist of a receiver board and vapor retarder. This could also serve a 
temporary roof system. Over the vapor retarder, insulation, vented insulation board, underlayments, and 
shingles should then be installed. In addition, all new sheet metal components should be installed. As part 
of the sheet metal installation, new ventilation intake and exhau~t components will need to be installed to 
ensure that adequate intake and exhaust exists. 

The through wall flashing at the base of the masonry wall above roof line was installed improperly. 
Currently the flashing is too short.and appears to be allowing moisture entry into the underlying wall 
components. In addition, weeps were observed to have been caulked. The head joints at the ends of 
windows sills are open. The sealant throughout the walls has begun to deteriorate. It appears some of the 
wall control joints sealant was incorrectly installed. As a result of these defects it is recommended that a 
new through wall flashing be installed at a proper height above roof line. This flashing should incorporate 
weeps. At restoration time all open or deteriorated mortar joints should be repaired. In addition, the walls 
should be cleaned and have a water repellent applied. A further masonry studied should be done to 
examine why some many cracks in the exterior masonry walls are developing. 

Budgets 

We have estimated the budget costs of a portion of the proposed restoration, as outlined in the summary 
and recommendations section of this report, as follows: 

Designations Roof Area Estimated Budgets 

Roof A 54,572 sf $ 1 ,800,000.00 to $ 2,185,000.00 
RoofS 10,545 sf $ 348,000.00 to $ 422,000.00 
RoofC 3,116 sf $ 109,000.00 to $ 131 ,000.00 
RoofD 17,976 sf $ 594,000.00 to$ 719,000.00 
RoofE 5,231 sf $ 183,000.00 to $ 220,000.00 
Through Wall Flashing in Masonry $ 25,000.00 to $ 30,000.00 
Above Roof E 
RoofF 63,642 sf $ 2,100,000.00 to $ 2,546,000.00 
Through Wall Flashing in Masonry $ 13,000.00 to$ 18,000.00 
Above Roof F 
Through Wall Flashing over Office $ 20,000.00 to $ 25,000.00 
Roofs 

Combined Estimated Budget $5,192,000.00 to$ 6,296,000.00 

The above cost budget amounts have been made by comparing this project to similar projects on a square fooUiinear 
foot cost comparison and are for the restoration/replacement of in today's dollars. They will need to be revised prior to 
a restoration project occurring in the future. These figures are not as inclusive as a Contractor's means and methods 
bid. Note that when work is performed under multiple contracts, the cost escalates. In addition, costs are affected by 
the time the project is bid, material costs, inflation factors, and the economy. 

This report is based on a limited examination of an existing, finished structure. No warranty is made or implied that all 
defects were observed and reported. Due to the finished construction, concealed conditions may exist that would 
affect this report; CRI assumes no liability for concealed conditions that may affect the extent or costs of any repair 
work needed. If additional drawings of the existing construction become available or conditions assumed by CRI are 
found to be different from those described in this report, CRI should be notified. CRI reserves the right to adjust the 
information presented in this report should additional information become available. CRI does not assume any 
responsibility for any defects in design or construction, whether observed or not, since CRI was not involved in the 
original design and construction of this building. The opinions, conclusions, and recommendations contained in this 
letter are based on CRI's judgment and are not to be construed as representations of fact. 

Page 61 of 61 


