Structural Inspection

Tuesday, July 01, 2008

For:
Mrs. Jeannie Adams

109 Jane Drive

Slidell, LA 70460

Phone:
985-646-1304

Location:   Above address

Construction:

Elevated wood frame with combination stucco and vinyl siding, composition shingle roof, and elevated concrete slab floor.

Scope:

This inspection is limited to a visual inspection of the interior and exterior walls, ceilings, floors, roof, and foundation of the residence.  No inspection of the mechanical or electrical systems was performed.  This report is as outlined by the National Academy of Building Inspection Engineers Standards and Practices for Residential and Small Building Property Condition Surveys.  This report is not an explanation of cause, effect or engineering.

History:

Mrs. Adams contacted Dammon Engineering to perform a structural inspection on the above referenced property for the purpose of determining if the residence foundation is settling prior to selling the property.  St Tammany Parish required that the owner to pay 25% of the cost to elevate this residence in the 2001 program.  All elevation work was controlled by the parish, i.e., selection of contractors, and method of elevation.  

The slab was not separated from the house, and was also elevated.  The residence was out of level prior to raising.  Mrs. Adams was aware of this.  The contractor, at the time of elevating the residence stated that the residence would be elevated with the same tilt that existed prior to the elevation.  At that time she understood that the residence was approximately 4” out of level with the front of the residence being higher and tilting towards the rear.  The contractor advised the owners that the residence would be elevated with the same degree of out of level as prior to elevating.

Findings:

This inspection covered visible components (foundation, wall and roof framing, and their ability to support the residence.

Description




Findings

1.   Number of levels                                                    One

2.   Interior gutted                                                         No, occupied

3.   Debris removed                                                       None to remove

4.   Floor framing                                                          NA, slab

5.   Roof framing                                                          OK

6.   Wall framing                                                          OK

7.   Signs of rot or termites present *                           None seen

8.   Is structure elevated                                               Yes

9.   Signs of structural damage or distress                   As discussed

10. Failure or deterioration of foundations                  Possibly

*  No termite inspection was performed.

Analysis:

We employed the use of the ZIP LEVEL PRO 2000 tool to accurately determine the level measurement of floor of this residence, and the ground slab. Beginning at the front kitchen window with a reading of “0” we found a progressive negative reading as we moved towards the rear of the residence (Main Floor).  

In a straight-line, front to rear, the low reading was –3.8” below that of the referenced floor location at the window.  As we moved to the left and rear of the residence the measurement read –5.8”at the far rear corner of the bedroom with respect to the initial reading of 0”.  

There are no historical readings on this floor that were performed prior to the residence being elevated, or following it being raised, so we have no basis for comparison.

On the grade level slab, we found the slab to have a variable reading from front to rear and to the left always in a negative progression, the maximum being a -2.6”.  

There are several hairline cracks in the foundation slab all running end to end with none extending front to rear.  The left wall of the foundation is solid CMU blocks. There are no CMU piers. There are several vertical cracks in this wall that appear to be stress related.  This is the supporting wall where the floor above had a reading of –5.8”.

The residence is supported by 4” galvanized pipe anchored to the slab.  Steel beams span from pipe to pipe and support the raised slab.

Conclusion:

It would appear to be unreasonable to elevate a building and let it remain out of level when there was an opportunity to bring the structure into a level condition as it was raised, but both the owner and Engineer for the original elevation, assert this to be the case. 

There also seems to be a settling of the ground slab at a later date, because of the 5+”out of level of the raised floor and 2.6” out of level of the ground slab below that same area, with evidence of vertical cracks in the CMU wall between the two. This raises the probability that there has been additional settlement of the floors and wall in this area, working as a unit, after the original work to raise the slab was completed.  The fact that settlement had occurred in that area prior to raising the house, leads to the possibility that the added weight of the new slab, CMU wall, and the steel beams would cause additional settlement. 

All things considered, the eight years that have passed since the raising and adding new weight, is probably enough time that the combination has again reached the point of equilibrium, and future settlement should be negligible.

Sincerely,

Emmett G. (Pete) Dammon, P.E.
