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August 2, 2011 

Ms. Susan Goettel 
Superintendent 
MEEKER SCHOOL DISTRICT, RE-1 
555 Garfield Street 
Meeker, CO 81641 

Re:  Meeker Elementary School Investigation  
SCI # 11-100  

Dear Ms. Goettel: 

At your request and in accordance with our agreement for services dated 7-18-11, we have completed an 
independent structural review of the Meeker Elementary School located in Meeker, Colorado. The 
purpose of our review is to provide you with a third party evaluation of the recently constructed 
educational facility as to its structural integrity to safely support the code prescribed minimum design 
loads for the planned use of the building. Structural Consultants, Inc. (SCI) was not previously involved in 
the planning, design, or construction of the current building. 

To assist us in forming our opinion regarding the structure of the building, the following documents were  
made available for our review:  

1.  The drawing set issued "For Construction" for the Meeker Elementary School dated 5-18-09  
prepared by NEENAN archistruction (NEENAN). The drawing set includes Architectural,  
Civil, Structural, Mechanical, Electrical, and Interior Finish packages. We understand that  
NEENAN acted as the Design Builder for the project.  

2.  Open web steel joist and steel deck shop drawings prepared by NUCOR dated 5-4-09 and  
approved by NEENAN on 5-15-09.  

3.  A partial set of structural steel shop drawings prepared by Front Range Steel dated 5-18-09  
and approved by NEENAN on 6-1-09  

4.  Precast concrete wall panel shop drawings prepared by Stresscon dated 3-24-09 and  
approved by NEENAN on 4-24-09.  

5.  Precast wall structural calculations prepared for the Stresscon Corporation dated 4-27-09 and  
approved by NEENAN on 5-12-09.  

6.  Geotechnical Engineering Report #25085245 prepared by Terracon Consultants, Inc. dated  
2-19-09 and the Addendum No.1 to the geotechnical report dated 4-22-09.  

In addition to the project documents listed above, SCI was provided a copy of the letter to Mr. Jim West of 
Vanir Construction Management, Inc. (VANIR) prepared by Studer Engineering, P.C. dated 5-13-11 
regarding the lateral load resistance system and a copy of the letter prepared by NEENAN dated 5-31-11 
in response to the Studer Engineering P.C. letter. 

Shareholders 
Frank E. Bumgarner, P.E. Bruce R. Wolfe, P.E. R. Wayne Muir, P.E. 

Heath C. Stein, P.E. Paul J. Hause, P.E. 
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SCI made a site visit to the Meeker Elementary School on 7·25-11 to perform a walk-throllgh observation 
of the exterior and interior of the building to determine if the facility was constructed in general 
conformance with the structural contract documents and to assess the current general condition of the 
gravity and lateral load resisting systems. Our observation of the building was visual only and aside from 
removing a few suspended ceiling tiles, no interior or exterior finishes were disturbed. 

Building Description: 

The Meeker Elementary School is a partial 2 story building with a total floor area of approximately 64,340 
square feet. The usage of the building is primarily as an elementary school. Based on the architectural 
Code Plan (sheet AO.11), the building was designed for an occupant load of approximately 1,306 persons 
including students and staff. We understand that the facility was constructed in 2009·2010 and has been 
occupied for approximately 1 year. 

The building is an "L" shaped structure with the 2 story portion used for the school administration offices 
and traditional classrooms. The single story portion of the building is used for the library, cafeteria, multi-
purpose, and gymnasium. The roof of the building is pitched in varying degrees from 3:12 to 5:12 slopes. 
The ends of the building are gabled at the termination of the sloped roofs. 

The first floor structural system is a concrete slab-on-grade. The second floor is framed with non-
composite wide flange steel beams and girders supported by interior steel tube columns. The perimeter 
girders are framed with steel channels supported by perimeter steel tube columns. The second floor 
framing is decked with 2VLJ 19 composite steel decking supporting a 5" total thickness normal weight 
concrete fill. 

The roof structure of the building is framed with sloping open web steel joists supported by interior steel 
wide flange girders and perimeter steel channels similar to the second floor construction; the joists 
support a 1.5B22 steel deck. The steel tube columns supporting the second floor of the classroom wing 
extend up to the underside of the roof structure and support the roof girders. The sloping roof joists 
supporting the high gym roof and the adjacent sloping roof jOists supporting the low cafeteria roof are 
supported by 12" thick insulated precast concrete wall panels. 

The steel tube columns appear to transfer the building gravity and lateral loads of the second floor 
framing and roof framing to the foundation system. The foundation for the building is comprised of 
conventional reinforced concrete spread and pad footings bearing on a zone of "recompacted on-site fill 
materials". A 4'-0" deep reinforced concrete grade beam is located around the perimeter of the building 
and provides frost protection for the building. The perimeter concrete grade beam also supports the 
vertical loads of the exterior wall system. 

The exterior walls are primarily framed with cold formed steel studs to which exterior rated sheathing is 
attached. The exterior walls do not support gravity loads for the building but are 'required to adequately 
resist out of plane wind loads. Punched wall openings are framed with conventional headers and jamb 
stud framing. The exterior wall finishes include a thin set stone, a 2 part synthetic stucco system, and 
exposed corrugated steel siding. The exterior wall of the gymnasium is load bearing and is constructed 
'with 12" thick insulated precast concrete wall panels. 

The lateral load reSisting system for the school is presented on the structural construction drawings as a 
combination of concentric steel braced frames, CMU cores, and precast concrete shearwalls. The lateral 
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load resisting system for a building is required to adequately and safely support the structure from lateral 
forces caused by wind or seismic events. A defined lateral load path should transfer the lateral loads 
collected throughout the building by lateral resisting elements to the foundation system. 

Structural Code Study and Design Criteria: 

To conduct our independent structural review, SCI periormed a building code study to determine the 
structural design criteria for the building. The Meeker Elementary School project is a public school and 
therefore would be required to be designed using the building codes and standards adopted by the 
Colorado Department of Public Safety and the Division of Fire Safety. We determined that effective 
January 1, 2009 all Public School construction projects shall be designed using the International Building 
Code - 2006 Edition (IBC 2006). We did not find any adopted amendments to the referenced code 
issued by the Colorado Department of Public Safety. Based on the IBC 2006, and discussions regarding 
local snow and wind speed criteria with the Town of Meeker Building Official. Carl Padilla. regarding local 
snow and wind speed criteria, we determined the following design standards and minimum design loads 
required for structural design of the building: 

A.  Structural Design Standards: 

1.  International Building Code - 2006 Edition 
2.  ASCE 7-05 Minimum Design Loads for Buildings and Other Structures 
3.  AC1318-05 Building Code for Structural Concrete 
4.  AISC Manual of Steel Construction, 13 Edition (2005 Specification) 
5.  North American Specification for the Design of Cold Formed Steel Members, 2007 

Edition (NASPEC), including the 2009 Supplement. 
6.  ACI 530-05 Building Code Requirements for Masonry Structures 

In accordance with Section 1603 of the 2006 IBC we have identified the following minimum design 
loading criteria: 

B.  Gravity Loads used in SCI's review: 

1.  Roof Snow Live Load .......................................... .40 psf (non-reducible)  
2.  Roof Dead Load ................................................... 20 psf (Based on SCI interpretation of 

architectural intent) 
3.  Classroom Floor Live Load .................................. 40 psf (Table 1607.1 #31, reducible)  
4.  Corridors above the First Floor ............................ 80 psf (Table 1607.1 #31, reducible)  
5.  First Floor Corridors ............................................. 100 psf (Table 1607.1 #31)  
6.  Assembly Areas and Stairs .................................. 100 psf  
7.  Second Floor Dead Load ..................................... 70 psf (Based on SCI interpretation of 

architectural intent) 

C.  Wind Load Design Criteria used in SCI's review: 

1.  Basic Wind Speed (3-second gust) =80 mph (SCI used 100 mph as specified by 
NEENAN) 

2.  Exposure Category C 
3.  Occupancy Category III (Table 1604.5) 
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4.  Wind Importance Factor = 1.15 (ASCE Table 6-1) 

D.  Seismic Load Design Criteria used in SCI review: 

1.  Seismic Design Category B 
2.  Occupancy Category III (Table 1604.5) 
3.  Site Soil Classification C (per Geotechnical Report) 
4.  Basic Seismic Force Resisting System: Ordinary Concentric Steel Braced Frame and 

Masonry Shearwalls. 
5.  Response Modification Factor, R=3 (ASCE 7-05, Table 12.2-1, Item H) 
6.  System Overstrength Factor, Omega=3 
7.  Seismic Importance Factor = 1.25 (ASCE Table 11.5-1) 
8.  Ss=0.282 
9.  S1=0.068 
10.  SDs=0.225 
11.  SD1=0.077 
12.  Cs=0.094 

E.  Snow Load Design Criteria used in SCI review: 

1.  Basic Root Snow Load = 40 psf (Town of Meeker, CO) 
2.  Sloped Roof Factor, Cs=.89 (for 3:12 slope) 
3.  Occupancy Category III (Table 1604.5) 
4.  Snow Importance Factor =1.1 (ASCE Table 7-4) 

F.  Foundation Criteria used in SCI review: 

1.  Geotechnical Report and Addendum prepared by Terracon Consultants. 
2.  Maximum allowable soil bearing pressure used in design review = 2,500 pst 
3.  Minimum dead load pressure to be maintained = 800 pst 
4.  Maximum allowable soil bearing pressure used in loads that include wind or seismic 

loading = 3,325 pst 

Structural Design Review: 

SCI created a structural analytical model of the 2 story classroom wing using RAM Steel Version 14 
software and supplemented our review with hand calculations and verifications for the single story portion 
of the school building. The analytical model and structural calculations were performed using the gravity 
and lateral loads determined by SCI and the structural member sizes, dimensions, and configurations 
described in the structural construction drawings prepared by NEENAN. We spot checked the structural 
construction drawings and the provided reviewed shop drawings to verify the members which were 
actually built. In general we found the shop drawings to be consistent with the intent of the structural 
construction drawings with only a few modifications that are typical for a project of this size and scope. 

The foundation design was spot checked using the loads developed by SCI. We based our foundation 
design check on the footing configurations and reinforcing given in the structural construction drawings. 
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SCI spot checked the cold formed exterior framing using the LG Beamer software to analyze individual 
members. 

As a direct result of our independent review, we have the following comments and recommendations: 

Structural General Notes Review (Sheet S2.1 0): 

The Design Loads and Design Criteria section of the structural General Notes is incomplete and does not 
meet the minimum requirements of IBC 2006 Section 1603, Construction Documents. The minimum 
required information for Floor loading, Roof snow loading, Wind design data, and Earthquake design data 
is not indicated on the construction drawings. The determination of the proper design loads and criteria is 
critical prior to commencing the structural design of the project. This data is also important to accurately 
convey the structural design parameters to others for the design of structural elements and components, 
plan review and permitting process of the project. 

The Wind Criteria given in the structural general notes indicates that the design wind velocity is 100 mph 
(3-second gust), Exposure C which exceeds the minimum required by the Town of Meeker. SCI believes 
this decision by NEENAN was prudent since the minimum wind criteria of 80 mph set by the Town of 
Meeker is not recognized in Table 1609.3.1 of the IBC 2006. The wind design criteria contained in the 
General Notes on the construction drawings does not indicate what importance factor was used for the 
wind pressure. SCI determined the Wind Importance Factor to be 1.15 for an Occupancy Category III 
school building. It was noted during SCI's review of the precast concrete wall panel calculations that the 
designer used a Wind Importance Factor of 1.15 in the structural design of the precast panels. 

The Seismic Criteria given in the structural General Notes designates an Occupancy Category I for the 
building. Occupancy Category I buildings are classified as structures that represent a low hazard to 
human life in the event of failure. The IBC 2006 defines the Occupancy Category for an Elementary 
School building to be Category III which mandates a Seismic Importance Factor of 1.25. The 
nomenclature for the Seismic Use Group II stated in the General Notes is not consistent with the 
language contained in the IBC 2006. 

Roof Framing Gravity Loading Design Review: 

SCI performed an independent review of the gravity load framing of the roof using the design criteria 
indicated above. For serviceability, we limited the Live Load deflection to tl360 and Total Load deflection 
to tl240. Based on our review, we determined that the roof structure is adequate to support the design 
·gravity loading with the following exceptions: 

1.  The C10x15.3 perimeter girder along Gridline 6.6 between Gridline C and E at the roof is 
approximately 10% overstressed in bending. 

2.  The C12x20.7 perimeter roof girder along Gridline 5 +7'-0" between Gridline J.3 and K is 
approximately 10% overstressed in bending and deflects in excess of tl180 (-1.79"), which is 
in excess of the Total Load deflection limits listed in Table 1604.3 of the 2006 IBC. 

3.  The HSS 5x5x5/16 steel column located at the intersection of Gridlines B.4, and B.3 is 31 % 
overstressed in combined bending and axial loading based on equation H1-1a of the AISC 
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13th Edition code. The induced moment from the one sided roof beam connection to the 
column has caused this overstressed condition. 

4.  The HSS 5x5x1/2 steel columns located at Gridlines D-3, D-4, J-3, and J-4 exceed the 
slenderness recommendation of Kt'r < 200 by AISC and are inadequate to transfer the 
design factored load of (phi) Pn = 52.5 kips. Table 4-4 of the AISC 13th Edition gives a 
maximum factored load capacity of 45.4 kips for a HSS 5x5x1/2 gravity load column with an 
un-braced length of 30'-0". This represents an overstress condition of approximately 16%. 

2nd Floor Gravity Loading Design Review: 

SCI evaluated the second floor framing of the Classroom wing as shown in the structural construction 
documents. We used a Live Load of 40 psf in the classroom areas and a Live Load of 80 psf in the 
corridors. SCI also included a wall load of 77 psf of wall surface area for the 8" solid grouted CMU 
lavatory enclosure supported by the 2nd floor structure south of Gridline 4. 

For serviceability, we used the deflection limits for Live (t'360) and Total (U240) loads as given in Table 
1604.3 of the IBC 2006. We determined that the second floor structure can adequately and safely 
support the design loads. However, we did find that several floor beams supporting the interior corridors 
did not satisfy the minimum code requirements for deflection in structural floor members: 

1.  The W16x31 along Gridline C between Gridlines 4 and 5 has a total load deflection of 1.59" 
(t'226). 

2.  The W16x31 along Gridline C between Gridlines 2 to 3 has a total load deflection of 1.59" 
(t'226). 

3.  The W16x31 each side of the corridor along Gridline E between Gridlines 4 to 5 has a total 
load deflection of 1.7" (t'212). 

4.  The W16x 31 along Gridline E between Gridlines 2 to 3 has a total load deflection of 1.52" 
(t'237) 

5.  The W16x31 along Gridline H + 7'-6" between Gridlines 2 to 3 has a total load deflection of 
1.64" (t'220) 

6.  The four W16x40 beams between Gridlines 4 to 5 + 7'-0" west of the elevator have a total 
load deflection of 2.22" (t'200). These beams have a live load deflection of 1.47" (t'300) 

7.  The W16x31 along Gridline K between Gridlines 2 to 3 has a total load deflection of 1.59" 
(t'226) 

Although the excessive deflection in the individual framing members is not a life safety concern, the 
individual members lack adequate stiffness to limit deflections for the design load supported. Further 
evaluation and discussions would be required to determine if the design load deflection will cause 
serviceability issues in the future. 
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Lateral Load Resisting System Review: 

SCI performed an independent review of the building's lateral load resisting system based on the wind 
and seismic load criteria developed for our review. We used the RAM analytical structural model we 
previously discussed for the lateral analysis of the 2 story classroom and lateral system for the single 
story portion of the building by performing hand calculations. The Equivalent Lateral Force Procedure 
was used to determine the base seismic lateral load to the building as defined in ASCE 7-0S Section 
12.8. The base wind lateral loading to the building was determined using the Method 2 - Analytical 
Procedure as defined in ASCE 7-0S Section 6.S. 

Based on our review we have determined that there appears to be sufficient lateral load resisting 
elements for the second level floor of the 2 story classroom building and sufficient lateral load resisting 
elements for the one story portion of the school. The roof level of the classroom building is laterally 
supported by 3 single brace frames; 2 frames in the North/South direction and 1 frame in the EastlWest 
direction. 

Prior to conducting a more in-depth analysis of the lateral resisting system for the roof level of the 
classroom we determined which lateral load (wind vs. seismic) in each orthogonal direction of the building 
was greater in magnitude and thus controlled the design of the lateral system. Based on our calculations, 
the total service level (unfactored) code prescribed lateral load resisted by the classroom roof level of the 
building is as follows: 

2 Story Classroom Roof Level Un-Factored Lateral Loads: 

North/South wind lateral load = 118.6 kips (controls design)  
North South seismic lateral load = 64.0 kips  

EastlWest wind lateral load =34.0 kips  
EastlWest seismic lateral load = 64.0 kips (controls design)  

We evaluated the single brace frame located at the roof along Gridline 4 between Gridlines G and H 
using an LRFD design approach with the controlling seismic lateral loading using a factored load of E = 
1.43 x 64 kips = 91.S kips and determined the following overstressed conditions for the single frame: 

1.  The W21xSO beam located at the roof elevation exceeds the AISC limiting slenderness ratio 
of Ktlr >200 and would require strengthening to adequately transfer the lateral load. 

2.  The HSS 6x6xS/16 column located at Gridline G-4 is 89% overstressed and is not adequate 
to transfer the roof and lateral loads. 

3.  The HSS SxSx1/2 column located at Gridline H-4 is 10% overstressed in transferring roof 
loads and frame loads. 

4.  The HSS SxSx3/8 single diagonal brace is required to transfer approximately 130 kips of 
tension and compression from the applied loads and is highly overstressed and will most 
likely buckle under the compression load. In addition, the HSS SxSx3/8 brace has a Ktlr ratio 
= 260 which exceeds the AISC recommendation to limit this value to 200. 
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Based on our conclusions regarding the stress level of the single brace frame located along Gridline 4, 
we evaluated the lateral load path required to transfer the roof load to the brace. It appears that the 
intended lateral load path to the brace is through the line of steel roof beam drag elements along Gridline 
4. The load appears to be collected through the 1.5B22 steel deck in diaphragm shear and transferred to 
the steel beam bearing line on Gridline 4. The diaphragm was considered to be flexible for the purpose of 
our evaluation. Since there is no collector element present between the steel roof joist seats to provide a 
welded connection for the deck to the drag beams, the lateral load must be transferred to the roof beams 
through the steel jOist seats. Once the lateral load is transferred to the steel beam drag line at the roof 
elevation, the induced lateral load must be transferred through the steel beam-to-column-to-beam 
connections. The magnitude of the pass-through force at the beam-to-column-to-beam connections will 
increase proportionately as load is collected through the diaphragm. The maximum pass through force 
will occur at the beam-to-column-to-beam connections at Gridlines G and H. Based on the apparent 
lateral load path to the brace we have the following comments: 

5.  Using a service level controlling lateral load of 0.7E of 64.0 kips and assuming diaphragm 
continuity between the stepped elevations of the roof structure we calculated a required 
diaphragm shear of 258 plf required to transfer the lateral load. The 1.5B22 steel deck 
provides 350 plf as indicated in the structural General Notes is adequate. 

6.  The connection of the pair of joist seats along Gridline 4 must transfer 258 plf x (5'_0") = 
1,290 lb. We understand that NEENAN has had conversations with Vulcraft regarding this 
roll over force, but we do not know what limiting force was given to NEENAN for the joist 
seats. 

7.  Based on our review of the structural construction drawings, there is no indication of braCing 
between the upper roof structures and the lower floors between Gridlines E and H needed to 
provide diaphragm continuity to the brace located on Gridline 4. An adequate load path for 
the steel deck diaphragm has not been provided at the discontinuities. 

8.  SCI evaluated the connection of the W16x26 roof drag beam along Gridline 4 between 
Gridlines F and G required to provide the maximum pass through lateral force to the brace. 
The structural steel shop drawings indicate that a 3/8" x 5" single steel plate connection was 
used at this location. The beam connection plate is welded to the face of the HSS 6x6x5/16 
column at Gridline G and connected to the W16x26 with 4-3/4" diameter A325N bolts. Our 
calculations indicate that this connection is inadequate to transfer the gravity load from roof 
and the pass through force from the lateral loading to the brace. We determined that the in 
place connection is inadequate for the limit states of bolt shear, beam web bolt bearing, and 
beam web block shear. The connection is approximately 315% overstressed using the lateral 
load developed by SCI. 

9.  SCI did not review the effect to the HSS 6x6x5/16 column from the pass through force 
discussed in item 8, but this condition will also be a limiting factor in the amount of lateral load 
that can be transmitted though the system. 

SCI reviewed the 2 lateral load resisting braces for the upper level of the classroom building located along 
Gridlines E and H between Gridlines 1 and 2. We found a similar overstressed condition with these 
.braced frames using the controlling lateral load of 118.6 kips. The controlling lateral load to each brace is 
59.2 kips. USing the controlling lateral load to the North/South braces we found the following conditions: 
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10.  The sloping W16x26 roof beam located between Gridlines 1 and 2 exceeds the 
recommended slenderness ratio Ktlr = 200 and is not adequate to transfer the lateral load in 
compression. 

11.  The HSS 5x5x3/8 diagonal brace is not adequate to transfer approximately 68.8 kips of 
lateral load. 

It is SCI's opinion that the lateral resisting system as shown in the structural construction drawings for the 
roof of the 2 story classroom building is overstressed in its current condition and the load path needed to 
complete the lateral resistive system is incomplete. Based on our review of the supplementary 
calculations contained in NEENAN's response letter to VANIR dated 5-31-11, it is suspected that 
NEENAN did not evaluate the controlling seismic loading to the building in the EastlWest lateral load 
direction. The calculations presented only address a total wind lateral loading to the braced frame along 
Gridline 4 that is approximately 36% lower than the wind loading calculated by SCI. 

It is our opinion that the approximately 25'-0" tall interior partition walls located along Gridlines 3 and 4 
which have been offered by NEENAN as discussed in the 5-31-11 correspondence as redundant lateral 
support for the single brace do not qualify for lateral shearwall elements based upon our observations of 
the construction of the walls. The partition walls referenced are not effectively connected to the underside 
of the steel roof beams along Gridlines 3 and 4 and hence cannot be engaged as shearwalls. The 
connection at the top of the proposed walls are supported out of plane by a 4" deep slip track below the 
steel beams. The Slip track connection is essentially unavailable to transfer the loads to the steel beam 
drag line in the direction of the force applied. It is our opinion that the main lateral load resisting system 
for a building should be designed to function adequately without the use of redundant supports, especially 
interior walls which may be modified, eliminated or moved in the future. 

Exterior Cold Formed Wall Framing Review: 

SCI reviewed and conducted a general evaluation for the exterior cold formed framing. Our review 
consisted of determining a Component and Cladding wind pressure based on the wind design criteria and 
providing a spot check of typical reoccurring stud framing areas. We understand through correspondence 
prepared by NEENAN that the typical exterior stud used on the project is a 600S162-54 member and that 
the typical spacing is 16" o.c. We could not confirm this stud designation on the structural construction 
drawings. Detail 1/A7.61 of the architectural sections calls out a 6"x3"x14 gage typical jamb stud at the 
typical 12'-0" wide window configuration of the classroom building. 

Based on a Component and Cladding wind pressure of 30 psf for the 100 mph, exposure C design 
criteria, we determined the following: 

1.  The typica1600S162-54 full height exterior stud framing spaced at 16" o.c. along the low end 
of the sloped roof framing is structurally adequate for the out of plane wind loading. 

2.  The typical 6"x3"x14 gage jamb studs between the individual 4'-0" wide transom windows at 
the typical 12'-0" wide window configuration are structurally acceptable. 
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3.  We determined that the typical 600S162-54 stud framing is structurally adequate in a two 
span condition for an unbraced length of 19'-0". The exterior 600S162-54 stud framing 
should be adequately braced to the roof structure on the gable ends of the building. It is not 
known at this time if adequate bracing for the stud framing is currently in place. 

Foundation Review: 

SCI performed a spot check review of the foundation system based on the design loads used for our 
independent structural review. We used an allowable maximum soil bearing pressure of 2,500 psf and a 
minimum dead load pressure of 800 psf as recommended in the project's Geotechnical report. Based on 
our review we have the following comments and recommendations: 

1.  The SF40 pad footings located at Gridlines E-7 and C-7 exceed the maximum allowable soil 
bearing capacity by 10%. We included the column reaction, exterior wall load, and grade 
beam reaction in our review check. In addition we used an effective soil bearing pressure of 
2,350 psf to account for the footing weight. 

2.  The pad footings located at Gridlines C.5-4, and C.5-5 appear to be overstressing the 
bearing soil by approximately 58%. The footing type is not indicated on the S2.11 foundation 
plan but a dimension of 4'-0" x 4'-0" is indicated for the footings. It is not clear how thick the 
footings are or how they are reinforced. Based on our independent gravity load calculations 
we believe that approximately 52 kips of service Dead load and 11 kips of service Live load 
are supported at this location. NEENAN should provide the as-built construction information 
for these footings so they can be evaluated for structural adequacy. 

3.  We recommend that the current design for the foundation support at the steel braced frames 
and CMU cores be re-evaluated after the lateral load resisting system has been augmented 
at the roof level and the resulting load to the foundations is understood. 

Conclusions: 

It is our opinion that the overstressed conditions noted in this report for the roof and second floor gravity 
load framing members do not represent an immediate life safety issue and can be addressed in an 
occupied building. We recommend that the overstressed HSS 5x5x1/2 steel columns at the roof level of 
the classroom wing Gridlines D-3, D-4, J-3, and J-4 as previously discussed be repaired prior to the 
accumulation of snow on the roof. 

However, the evaluated structural condition of the lateral load resisting braced frame supports for the roof 
level of the classroom wing does represent an immediate structural concern. It is SCI's opinion that the 
lateral system and load path are inadequate to resist the minimum loads as required by the 2006 IBC 
Building Code and hence do not meet the life safety requirements of the IBC 2006. We recommend that 
the lateral load resisting system for the roof level of the classroom be strengthened prior to occupying the 
building. 
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The comments and observations contained in this report are based on our review of the structural 
construction drawings and our independent design check of the gravity and lateral load resisting systems 
for the Meeker Elementary School. It should be understood that our opinions are based on the limited 
data provided to us and the time frame needed to offer an opinion on the general safety of the building to 
assist the Meeker School District in determining whether or not the building is safe to occupy in its current 
condition. Additional data and calculations will be required to develop the design and repair details 
required to strengthen the building. 

We are available to discuss these issues with you and the Board if you have any questions. 

Respectfully submitted, 

STRUCTURAL CONSULTANTS, INC. 

R. Wayne Muir, P.E. 
Principal P.E. Managing Principal/President 

FEB/kma 

cc: James West! VANIR 


