
Suncrest Elementary School
in Monongalia County

•	 Winning contractor’s bid didn’t include prevailing wage, 2nd place 
bid included prevailing wage 

•	 Difference of less than 1% between 1st and 2nd place bid on $8.64 
million project 

•	 Insulated concrete form contractor from Wisconsin fell behind and 
another out-of-state contractor, Greystar Construction, was hired to 
help the Wisconsin firm 

•	 Concrete forms were improperly constructed and required major 
repairs before construction could continue 

•	 Greystar imported workers from Florida 

•	 Records show more than a $14 /hr pay cut and no benefits for
•	 some workers
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May 23, 2016 

 
 
 
Mr. Beau Henderson 
City Construction Company, Inc. 
284 Factory Street, Suite #101 
Clarksburg, WV  26301 
 

Engineering Investigative Report 
Evaluation of recommended repairs 

 
  RE: CFF Project No.:   CFF-2016-06 
   Suncrest Elementary New School ICF Walls 
 
 
Dear Mr. Henderson: 
 
Introduction: 
 
 This letter is to evaluate the results after my recommended corrections were implemented.   
On May 17, 2016 these recommendation were implemented. 
 

On April 11, 2016, I was asked by Beau Henderson to take a look at an issue on the new 
Suncrest Elementary School in Morgantown, WV.  The problem can be described as an out-of-
plumb condition on an ICF (Insulated Concrete Form) wall.  The problem occurred at an exterior 
wall in Unit-D.  The problem was described to me as being out-of-plumb by approximately 5” at 
the roof level.  The wall was secured at the 2nd floor, thus restrained and within tolerance.  The 
wall is described as a 6” thick concrete wall reinforced vertically in 2 staggered layers, and 
horizontal temperature reinforcing. 
 
 When I arrived on site in the afternoon of April 12, 2016, I observed the following: 
 

1. Window openings were braced by chevron bracing to maintain the opening 
squareness. 
 

CF Forensics 
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2. At 4 locations where ICF walls intersected the affected wall, saw cuts were made 

through the affected wall at each face of the intersecting wall.  This allowed for 
unrestrained adjustment to the affected wall. 
 

3. The shoring braces were then adjusted in length by turning the threaded ends. 
 

4. The wall had been put back to plumb by turning the threaded ends. 
 

Observations: 
 
 I observed the overall results of the straightening process.  No damage was readily 
noticeable.  There was an observation block cut through the insulation on the outside wall.  No 
crack was seen at the cold joint nor anywhere else in the hole.   
 
 The shoring braces were seen to be sagging and very loose.  The conclusion is that very 
small tension was used to straighten the wall. 
 
Analysis: 
 
 The straightening of the wall effectively adds tension to the outside face rebar.  Under a 
positive wind load the same rebar will experience compression, thus counteracting the residual 
tension in the rebar. 
 
 The eccentricity of the bar joist in the wall is 2”.  This will also add tension to the outside 
face rebar.  Wind load will also act against this tension. 
 
Recommendations: 
 

1. Complete the installation of the roof bar joists and weld in place.  Prior to removing the 
shoring braces measure and record the top chord camber of the joists. 
 

2. Check the plumbness of the opposite wall before removing the shoring braces. 
 

3. Remove the shoring braces. 
 

4. Remeasure and record the camber in the top chord of the bar joists.  The difference in 
camber (if any) can then be used to calculate the tension in the top chord. 
 

5. Check the opposite wall for plumbness.  If it is the same measurement before and after 
then the bar joist tension has no effect on the opposite wall. 
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6. If the rear wall remains plumb, proceed to install continuous steel angles on the inside 
corners where the walls were cut through.  Attach the angle to the adjacent walls with 
concrete anchors.  See Detail. 

 
 

Conclusions: 
 

On 5-17-2016 these recommendations were performed.  The measured camber did not 
change after the wall braces were removed.  The conclusion is that there are is little or no 
residual tension in the top joist top flange.  Therefore there are no detrimental effects on the 
structure due to the straightening process.  

 

             
BEFORE SHORING RELEASE              AFTER SHORING RELEASE 
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                                                  CORNER STITCHING 
The recommended “corner stitching” as recommended on the previous detail was also 

performed correctly.  
 

 
 This concludes our investigation and reporting of the subject assignment.  If there are any 
questions, please give me a call. 
 
       Sincerely, 
 
 
 
       David R. Simpson, P.E., SECB 

      President 
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